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aBstract ¢ «

. This report presents the evaluaticn design and
results of a two-year pilot test of the Wisconsin Systen for
Instructional Mandgemeant (WIS-SIM) in seven Wisconsin €lementary

"schools. WIS-SIM is a management information system designed to
support management processes-in Individually Guided Education
programs. The evaluation design, which is based on perceptual and
judgmental information from psers as well'as objective data cn systenm
operaticn, examines the functioning, utilization, and effects of the
system. Inservice training for computer-terminal aides, teachers,
‘principals, and school-level coordinators was found to be essential

~ for dffective system functioning. System utilization varied greatly
fros school-to school, and those schocls that used WIS-SIM most
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frequently appéared to be most satisfied with it. Evidence on effécts

of the system suggests it reduced the amount of tiame required for
clerical tasks. Teachers reported that the hcurs spent on planning
did not change, but the effectiveness of time spert on planning
incredsed. student achievement shBwed an increasing trend, but these
chaiges capnét be directly attributed .to WIS-SIX isplementation.
WIS-SI¥ was found to be more cost-effective as.a management tool than
as a.recordkeeping. system. (Author/JG) , \'
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The mission of% isconsin Research and Develmeent Center .
is to lmprove t %ﬁallty of- education by addressing the full
range of issues and problems related to” individualized schooling.
Teaching, learning, and the probléms‘of individualization are
given concurrent attention in the Center's efforts to discover ,
processes and develop strategiesnané mat(rials for use in the o

‘schools. The Center pursues its mission by

e conducting and synthesizing research to clarify the
> . . .
processes of school-age children's learning and
development

.
N ”~

«conducting and synthesizing research to clarify effective
approaches to teaching students basic skills and concepts
’ . -

developing and demonstrating improved instructional strategies,
processes, and materials for students, teachers, and school
admlnlstrators - i
providing assistance to, educators which helps transfer the
outcomes of research and-development te improved practige
’in local schools and teacher education institutions “ |,
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The Wisconsin Research and Development Center is supported
»with funds from the-National Institute of Education and the
Unlver51ty of Wisconsin. ‘ s
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el ABSTRACT ¢

- ' < 7 -

RS
- ."4
. “The Wisconsin System for Instructional Management (WIS”SIM) is
de51gned to providé record keeping and management support for programs
of Indlvidually Guided Educatien. This paper reports the results of
a_two-year pilot test of the*dmplementation of WIS-SIM in seven
Wisconsin elementary schools. The evaluation design includes
consideration of system functioning, utilization and effects, ‘based
on perceptual and judgemental information supplied by users, as well
as actual data collected on system operatlon.
-/
System functloning is concerned with the capabllities of both
the human and physical components of the information system.
Inservice sessions were successful in 1ncrea51ng particpants'
about and understanding of WIS-SIM. The essential nature of effective
training of computer-terminal’aides, teachers, principals and school
level coordinators on successful implementation is'emphasized. Turn-

around time was examined as a part of system functioning.

While

it is considered that

WIS-SIM_is capable of very fast turn-around,
this:level responsiveness is not required for most school level
decision needs. N

~

.

The utilization of the system varied greatly from school.to school.

Those schools in which thg system was used most frequently appeared
to be most satisfied with it. Most accesses to WIS-SIM were for the
purpose of computing information; the most frequently requested
reports were for individual student achievement records and for
information to assist with the grouping of students. Users rated
all reports as being yseful and teachers reported that many of their
tasks were affected by WIS-SIM. 3 ~

f *» .

The presumed effect that WIS-SIM had in the allocation o6f teacher
time to clerical, planning and instructional activities was examined.
The evidence suggests a reductlon in the amount of time required on
clerical tasks. qucher comments expressed that the numbér of hours
spent on planning had not changed, but that''the effectiveness of
time spent on planning had tﬁ%reased. Student achievement:demonstrated
an increasing trend, but neither the changes in teacher time on .
activities nor the changes in Student achievement can be directly
attributed to WIS-SIM.implementation because of design limitations.
Teachers in schools where the system wad used reported very positive
attitudes toward the system-and its effects.

The cost of operating WIS-SIM varies widely dépendihg on*system'
usage’ and what costs are included in the estimate. Exélusive of
sbftware development'aoo system implementation, operational costs are

’
-

N

°

knowledge

~

s 0
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'

estimated at approximating $.80 per student per month in each curricular
area, but not all.of these costs .necessarily represent increases, to

the total school budget. It is concluded that the cost effectiveness

of WIS-SIM resides in its potential as a management tool, not as a
record keeping-system. )

Recommendations are included in the report concerning site
selection, staffing and inservice and system implementation. The
evaluation’ framework useq for this sgudy is 'reviewed as a basis® for
future research and evaluation studies on management information
systems. The study concludes that the majority-rof obJectives and
de51gn goals have been attdined, The pilot test of WIS~SIM is important .
as a proof of the concept of instructional management information
systems but does not provide strong evidenCe that this system is cost
effectlve in improving educational outcomes.

[y
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) . EVALUATION DESIGN

~

This report containd the design and evaluation resultst of a
two-year pilot test of the Wisconsin System for Inétructional Manage—
/ ment (WIS-SIM). WIS-SIM is a management information system designed
to support management processes in individualized programs of ]P
education, particularly educational programs being implemented, in ’ o
. accordance with the precepts of Individually Guided Education (IGE).
Individually Guihed Education is a comprehensive system of education
designed to produce higher educational achievements through providing
for individual differences between students in areas such as rate

of learning and learning style. Although the overall concept of IGE y IR
includes components such as a multiunit organization, provisions for. (
t a.variety of curriculum materials, evaluative procedures, and a program S

for home-school-community relations, it is the instructional program-
ming model that is especially important for thé de51gn of the computer
management system, WIS-SIM. |

<
~

The instructional programming model assumes the' existence of a
set of measurable objectives for a curriculum area. It is designed - -
to take into-account the pupil's beginning level df performance,
<+ rate of progress, style of 1earn1ng, motivational level, and other R
characteristics important.in the context of the educational program
of ‘the school. The instructional’®programming model provides a basis
for curriculum components developed at the Wisconsin Research and "
. !‘ - Development Center for Cognitive Learning, two of which were supported
S by WIS-SIM during fhe pilot test: Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill
Development (WDRSD) and Developing Mathematical Processes (DMP).*

-

Individualized programs are generally quite compiex in design
and even more complex in operation. While the task of creating an ; i“;/
initial list ‘of goals or objectives for a particular curric¢ulum area
may be difficult, the’ task of keeping track of students ‘as they
progress through the varicus ‘goals or objectives is an even greater

. . problem. The teacher's task.is made difficult by the need to assess
initial performance levels for each curriculum unit, make a diagnosis
- .of instructional need, select an appropriate instructional tegy

to meet the need, and give a criterion-referenced test to ascertain .
levels of goal attainment for each student.

*An extensive discussion of Individually Guided Edutation and these two

curriculum components may be found in Klausmeier, Rossmiller, & Saily,,
1977. :

>




v

‘

A comprehensive, manually-operated system of individualized
s instruction may not be féasible. Rather, it seems evident that
¥; individuglized instructional programs may require support from
automated information storate, processing, and retrieval mechanisms.
Areas of an 1ndividua112ed system which are difficult to mahage
manually involye capturi s storing, retrieving, and reporting
information. Lists of objectives for each instructional area need to
be formulated flzed, constantly updated, and maintained. They need
to be,cont1nu3f1y revié ~d in terms of both group and individual
progress. Pupil perfor ance on assigned objectives must be recorded

and reviewed Y sting fi pupils occurs at both pre- and post-

’

adm1n1strators, and p rents, that can assist them in the process of

~ instructional decisiof making, can be provided accurately and rap1dly
when a system of comp ter: managed instruction is employed.
. Computer managed instructlon (EMI) systems seek to facilitate
the processing of 1nformation and supplying this information at
appropriate times and places so that it can be applied directly to

. instructional, decision making. The instructiopal cycle in programs of
.individualized 1nst;uct10n may be defined-as involving five processes
and two decision areas. Initlally, testing, designed to provide
placement information about students, is carried out (Process 1).°
These placement tésts are then scored and the results compared with

\ Mmastery or performance levels that have:been specified for each student
~and for, each instructional objective (Process 2). Diagnosing (Process
3) produces infotmation that is utilized in assessing instructional
need, relative to d.particular curricular program (Decision Area 1).
. Prescribing or guiding (Process 4) is designed to provide information

.useful for seﬂectlng those instructional activities (Decision Area 2)
that are most approprlate for meeting the student's instnuctional
needs. The selected activities are carried out: systematically during
instruction (Process 5) after which testing (Process y) again takes
place to determine if the 'student has met the instructional .objectives.

o The basic structure of programs of individualize instruction,
as discussed by Spuck, Hunter, Owen, & Belt (1975), leads to* the
following assumptions concerning instructional progrjams that’ may be
supported by a system of computer management:




\ . ¢ ' !
4, Objectives that form a part of each student's instructional
program are delineated :

s

5. Depéndencies existing between objectives are specified

-

6. Normative-information exists, if required, for input into
the specifying of long-range performance expectations
. . 14
7. Educational activities and materials exist that ﬁrovide‘ﬁv
- 1individualized instructional experiences.toward the ‘accomplish-
ment of the specified instruction§1 objectives

- B

. . S
posSible quantitatively and qualitatively to assess
the individdal characterisitcs of students essential to
ind{vidualizing instructional activities

’ + .
. - ~
= 9. It is pos§ible quantitatively and qualitatively to assess
the resource implications of alternative educational
experiences. ,

EVALUATION PLAN .

K.pribgry purpose of the evaluation of a management information
§ystem (MIS) is to assess the extent to which the goals and objectives
of the system are being realized and to identify factors associated
with successful outcomes. The information collected in an evaluation
can be used to make decisions about system design, refinement, and
operation, as well as decisions concerning the continuation or
expansion ot’ the system. When the evaluation foCuses on system develop-
ment and improvement, it is ‘called formative; when it is concerned
primarily with continued or ‘expanded use of the system, it is called
summative. This evaluation was designed to be formative. As such,
the information collected was utilized in.making decisions about systéem
desijn and refinement. The process of WIS-SIM development is continu-
ing, and the design of a more generalized instructional management .
system was formulated on' the- basis of the pilot test evaluations
presented in-this report. (See Belt & Spuck, 1975, for a description
of the general design for this system.)

~.° o . \

More generally than the formative assessment of the goals and
objectives of WIS-SIM, this eyaluation may be viewed as a proof of the
concept’ of, computer managed instruction, and seeks the answer to the
fol¥owing question: Can-a system of computer managed instruction
designed to support programs of individualized education such as IGE
be successfully developed and implemented?

LN ’ ,

v

Format%ve/gnd sumﬁative evaluation may vary both ingghe type of
information collected and in the design of the evaluation. In
summative eviluations, the information collected should be directly
related to the impact the system has on-.the 9ﬁ§imate goalss of the system,

o -
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*In an educational environment, tﬁ;s woul#yindiqde'studeﬁt learning
and changes in student behavior. The deﬁigns employed should be as’

/ rigorous and as experimental as possible, and ghould take place when-*
"system development has-stabilized. When the evaluati®h is formative, *
the information collected relates to both direct and ultimate ¢
effects of the system, to whether the system is being implemented in
accordance with desiy specificatiohs, and to whether progress -s
being made toward achigving the outcomes for which thé system was
developed. The design of the formative evaluation will, of necessity, et
be less experimental and less formal than a summative evaluation.

In both formative and summative evaluations: the primary focus is

on the objectives of the program or system t6 be evhluated. In .
~formative‘ev§luations especially, however, an attempt should be made

to ekamine the implementation in a manner. that extends beyond the
objectives, in order to identify positive or negative factors associgtéd

«.with the implementation that may not be included iﬁ'thqiifatement of )
objectives. " § AV

v

o~

Management information systems such as WIS-SIM are¢formals
configutatjions of fwuman and physical resources that support management
* decision processés within an organization. The main goal of *WIS-SIM
is to improve decision making in order to maximize the educational
progress for each child while making efficient use of the available
human, Egterials and fa ancial‘resources. The objectives of WIS-SIM’
are:

. ) \ * v
1. To i@éntify decisions.that are related to Ehg instructional.
- process 0

2. To determine whaé information wquld be most useful to
decision makers involved with the decision ~

3. To arrénge meclianisms to‘capture required data

4. To summarize the data in a form most usable to the decision,
‘maker . *
- ’ s
5. To arrange for the timely delivéry of appropriate information
to the decision maker ‘ 3
6. To evaluate the utility qf the information to the decision
process,’ o
An exbensive description of WIS-SIM and its reporting capabilities
is included in a chapter by Spuck, 1977. '

A number of design goéls'were used as guides.in the developme?t
of WIS-SIM. The following six goals are those that received primary
emphsis in the development of this system (Belt & Spuck, 1974):

< LY
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1. To ﬁacilitate tife learning environment for each child in
- - terms of the inmstructional and organizational requirements
. of IGE’ R
<

.. 2¢ To provideﬁinformation that is. useful to educational decision

T $ makers at the unit, school, and district levels -
®
R . 3. To improve gommunications with arents and upgrade the
¢ p

quality of reporting to them about! student achievement

4. To make minimal demands on teachers to, learn the system

5. To make minimal demands on teachers to perform tasks that
are different from normal classroom activities ‘and, where
possible, to reduce the paper work requirements of'school

. personnel i “

. -

6. To make computer maJégement of instructicon available to a
1arge number of IGE schools. j

/

I
In order to ascertain the extent to which the gogls and oRjective
of WIS-SIM weré being met, a formative evaluation fram% ork wa
developed, as presented in Figure 1y This framework incfudes three
dimensions of formative evaluation and three types of information.
Formative evaluation is comprised ¢of the dimensions of functioning,
utilization, ‘and effetts. Evaluatidn in each of - these dimensions
seeks to answer the following questions: '
1. Functioning--Are thenvarious components, of the management
’ information system, both human and physical, capable of
operating in accordance with design expectations?
2. Utilization--For which management processes iswthe system
o being employed, and are these processes consistent with
those identified in the system design?

* 3. Effects——What results are achieved from the utilization of
the system, and are the"ohjectives of the system being met?

-

Information available for the assessfient of the system is classified
into three types:

A. Actual——pbjective information derived from a primary source

\ . .
B. Perceptual-—User descr1ptions of system operations and
) effects. [~ . - .

-, - ¢

C. Judgemental--User conclusions or attitudes about the
perceived value and benefit of the system.

i
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FORMATIVE EVALUATION S
* ‘ B R . _ff . : L&
A V. : J R M . .
. _FUNCTIONING UTILIZATION e EFFECT \
\ - * ‘o -~ > ’
Are ‘the various com- For which management pro- %hhat results are achieved
. ponents of the system cesses 1s the system from-the utilization of
capable of operatin§¢ being employed and age the system and.are the
’ in” accordance with these processés consistent| objectives of the. system
4 design expectations? with thoge ‘identified in being met? e
‘ the sygtem design? -~ )
A L ‘
) ACTUAL \\: User knowledge of system " Number anﬂJ?ype J; system | Student athievement.

Information from
primary and objective
sources.

operations . . -
Testing of computer-
'system capabilities

Turn-around time

accesses .

Teacher time usage

System codts

B
PERCEPTUAL

14

User descriptions of
system operatioens
and effects

"

A

Usage of and uséfulness
of reports ¢

School tasks .’

g

Changes in school

operations -

C
JUDGEMENTAL
User conclusions .
about the perceived

value and benefits
of ‘system

Feelings about CMI and
its potential helpful-
ness

- —

e

»

_ Advantages of WIS-SIM

~
.

.

—_—

-
”

.

Figure 1.

»

Formative Evaluation

~

Plan for WIS-SIM.
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The three levels in each of the two dimensions presented in Figure 1
create a nine-celled matrix. The various information collected in

the evaluation may be classified within these cells. The-.information
listed in these cells will ‘be discussed in the remaining chapters of

thig, report<and will be organized by the three dimensions of formative
eva uation‘of WIS-SIM: functioning, utilization, and effects.

Detailed evaluation plans weré€ written:by Lawrence (19753) atd

Bozeman (1976) and were published as Project Technical Memoranda #3

and #7, respectively. An evaluation of the try-out of WIS-SIM was
published as Technical MemoranQPm #5 (Lawrence, 1925b).-

. i o ‘

! Prior. to the presentation of the fipdings of the evaluation, a -
brief historical overview of the project will be giy®™n and a profile

of éach school participating in the pilot test will be presented. -
Thii\inforwation is usefdl in the interpretation of “evaluatiom '
findings. ’ R

! ’ l j
i
\ - L.

HISTORY OF WIS-SIM DEVELOPMENT : ~

' w /

While ‘eseérch and development activities in computer managed /
instructioniwere being conducted at the Wisconsin Research and .
Developheﬁt‘Center during the late 1960's under the direction of
Dr. M. Vere DeVault (DeVault, Kriewal\l, Buchanan, & Quilling, 1969), ,
WIS-SIM deyehopment began in the spring 1972¢ as a cooperative effort’
between the Wisconsin Research and Development Center and the Duluth v
Public Schools. Dr. Sidney L. Belt of the Research and Development / |
Center and pﬁ. Roger Giroux of the Duluth Public Schoois; Minnesotaxf i
met épproximqtely monthly to develop ‘a CMI system to support the
Wisconsin Design for -Reading Skill Development (WDRSD) reading ‘
program. Upop the completion of the preliminary CMI system-design,

* computer pﬁpg ammers in Duluth began the coding of software in the, /
fall of 1972.1 Implementation of a preliminary CMI system for WDRSD
in Duluth became a reality in ‘December 1972, when the program became J
operational oﬁ Duluth's UNIVAC 9400 gomputer., e
P, N .

System F?sign work to develop compuﬁer management for the
Developing Mathematical Processes (DMP) program began early in 1972. .
These initiag design activities résulted in Working Paper 109 (Belt,
Marshall, & Romberg) which was publighed in November 1972. A graduate
student was empXoyed part-time in the spring of 1972 to begin the
programming- of this system. , .

Prior to the fall of 1973, there was no principal-investigator -
for the WIS-SIM project. At that time, Profiessor Dennis W. Spuck
of the Department of Educational Administration accepted the position
of prin¢ipal investigator; the project staff was expanded over the
next year to igglude a half-time coordinator for system development, a
full-time coordinator for school relations, and' 'two full-time.programmers.
Additiopally, several graante assistants were employed by ‘the project.

3
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PrOJect efforts from: fall l973 to fall 1974 were devoted to. the
development of a conceptual basis for WIS- SIM and the continued design
and development Sf WIS-SIM for WDRSD and bMP A working paper outlining
the updated WIS-SIM deS1gn was published In January ‘1974 (Belt &
Spuck l974) and work began on the coding of these systems, the
development of‘inservice training materials and procedures, and the
identification of pllot test sites. Tha WIS-SIM/WDRSD system became
operational on the Madison Academic Computing Center's UNIVAC 1108
and the WIS-SIM/DMP became operational on the Wisconsin Research and

" Development Center's Harris (Datacraft) compq;er'during the summer of
1974. A cooperative project with the Wisconsin Research and Develop-
ment Center and the McFarland Community Schools_was funded under ESEA
Title III in June 1974. This supplemental project—fllowed for the
modification of WIS- SIM to support & science curriculum, Science...A
Process Approach (SAPA)

In fall 1974, a CMI orogram for/ehe Word Attack compoenent of the
WDRSD program was implemented in, two schools in McFarland and two
schools in Waukesha, Wisconsin. Mis system was operated in batch
mode with a courier service. In January 1975, DMP was ,also implemehted
in.the McFarland schools as a batch program. In. March 1975, DMP
was implemented as a completely interactive system in both Waukesha

" and McFarland. WIS-SIM/WDRSD also continued to be operated in the
Duluth Public Schools. An.interactive front -end, operating on the-
Harris computer that supported WIS-SIM/WDRSD on the UNIVAC computer, _
was added in September 1975. This development permitted the schools
to carry qQut.all WIS-SIM activities in an interactive mode.

Also in the fall of 1973, two schools in the Stevens Point
School District in Wisconsin, Jacksdn Elementary and Plover-Whiting
Elementa were added to the network. WI$-SIM, at this time, Wwas
being utilized in three school districts in both WDRSD and DMP and
operatlng in an interactive mode. In Decmeber 1975 Henry David
Thoreau Elementary School in the Milwaukee Public Schools was added
to the network., The SAPA program was implemented in the McFarland™
schools in January 1976, as an interactive program.

w

The 1975-76 pilot test, then, was conducted in six schools in
three school districts, with an additional school added in December
1975. The 1976-77 pilot test was reduced to three schools, primarily
for budgetary reasons (other reasons are discussed in the last
chapter), with two schools in McFarland dnd the one school from
‘Milwaukee being included., The preliminary version o ths;CMI system
to support WDRSD, developed cooperatively with the Dulu Public
Schools, Minnesota, continued to be operated in that sc¢hool district
during the period of this pilot test, but was not considered to be
an integral part 6f the test, since the system'being implemented .
there was considerably different from that being implemented at
the Wisconsin sites.

AN
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SCHOOL PROFILES
- o
Dyring 1975- =76, seven schools used WIS-SIM to.help manage some .
parts of thieir" instructional program. The yarious kvaluative data
for these years were collected from the Conrad Elvehjem and McFarland-
. Elementary Schools "(McFarland $chool District, Wisconsin), Barstow =
¢ and Northviéw Elementary Schools (WaukeSha School District, Wisconsin),
#  the Plover-Whiting and Jackson Elementary Schools (Stevens Point -
School District, Wisconsin), and the*Henry David Thorean Elementary .
v School (Mllwaukee Public thools, Wisconsiny. )
—_ s o
\ Proflles ‘of each school are given in Tabl; I.
: @ ~&
o_ * ) ‘
: TABLE .I. WIS—SIM PILOT TEST SCHOOL PROFILES, 1975-76
. A 3
- . - . ) Plover-
’ ‘McFarland Elvehjem Barstow Northview Jackson Whiting Thoreau
. i .
-Number of . . f “
Students 379 321° 136 453 540 . 235 650
iy X
" Number of .
Teachers 12 14 - 6 14 21 . 8 28
N ’ ' o~
N -
#Number of . -
Aides g 3 ) 2 4 7 6. . 2 13
Y. © ‘ t .
Number of . . . -
Aides Using ! ) ,
Computer 5 5 o 1 . 3 3 \ 2 1
- < )
Number of _ .
Administrators -1 1 1 1 1 1 2
. ) ) ) A - ) b‘ )
Rrograms WDRSD WDRSD1 WDRSD WDRSD . WDRSD WDRSD - WDRSD
Supported by - DMP . DMP ~ DMP ~ ,
WIS-SIM - SAPA* SAPA*
\
Period of o . °
Using WIS-SIM 22 mos. 22 mos. 22 mos. 22 mos. 9 mos. 9 Mmos. 4. 7 mos.
through June 1976 > *
[ . ’
*since January 1976 o . 7
< - / \‘
' /
25 ' ~
- e -
- t . t
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Several_ different modes of eration were used in the various sites ‘~—
participating in the pilot st. The two McFarland .community. schools,

McFarland Elementary and Conrad Elvehjem Elementary, operated as” one

‘large sch/ol when u51ng WIS-SIM. These two schdéols “are located

next to each other, each with its,own staff. One is a,K-3 school
and the\:iiiitégpfains grades 4, 5, and: 6. Since McFd¥tand had
received e III grant:to support WIS-SIM in théir d1strict
they employed~a. coordinator and an aide with these funds. About
half of the coordinator's time and most of the aide's time were
~devoted to the implementaticdn of WISSSIM in the two schools.
Information reguests were made by teachers, processed through the
coord1nator andaide, and the output returaed to the teachers.

, .

« Barstow Elementary School did not have a~computer terminal )
located “4n the building;’ rather, they’utilized the terminal located
in the other Waukesha schod , Northview Elementary School. 1In each
-sc¢hool. ag a1de was used to coordinate WIS SIM operational activities.
Initially,’ Jackson Elementary School did Tot have a terminal located
in Plover-whitlng Elementary School. This was not a satisfactory
arrangement because of the distance between the two schools In
January 1976, a term1nal also was installed in Jackson Elementary
School. 1In these’two schools ,~aides also coordinated WIS-SIM- .

‘operational activities. * L

-

”/f;oreau Elementary School in Milwaukee was 1mpIementing WIS-SIM

in the reading area only,.and the reading coordinator working "in
the school also assumed Tesponsib®1i’ty for coordinating WIS-SIM
operational activities in this schoolt A computer terminal aide was
also employed. The reading coordinator not only coordinated

WIS-SIM activitiés in Thoreau Elementary School, but also acted as a
maJdF decision maker "(user 6f the system) in that school in fact,
few other teachers in Thoreau neededsio come-‘in contact with WIS-SIM,
since information requests updated achievemenf information, and
instruction diagnosis and prescription in reading were carried out
"by the reading coordinator, _ . -

S
1

Three schogqs used WIS- SIM during the 1976-77 school year. Pro-"
files of these, schools, McFarland (McFdrland Elementary and Conrad
Elvehjem) and Henry David Thoreau are given in Table II. The“two
McFarland, schools are listed together on this profile since, as.
noted, use of CMI was carried out thro the WIS-<SIM coordinator
and, computer terminal aide serving both schools.

v
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TABLE II. WIS-SIM PILOT TEST SCHOOL PROFILES 1976-77 .

.

-~ —

’

McFarlandlécho6ls R Thoreau

-

-

Number of Students, 746 640
Number of Teachers . 25 © 28
Number ‘of A{aes - 7 . 16

Number of Aides

Using Computer ' 1 1
Number of /
Administrators . 2 - 2
Progréms Supported WDRSD, DMP DMP
by WIS-SIM SAPA '

Period of Using , B
WIS-SIM through June 1977 : 32 months 2 17 mqnths

The next three chapters of this réport include an analysis of
information pertaining. to the functioning, utilization and effects
of -WIS-SIM during the tyo-year'pilof test of the system. The last
chapter conftains a summary of the report and recommendations for,
futugg WIS-SIM development and .imglementation.

~
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_SYSTEM FUNCTIONING

o - . -

System functiomwing is concerned with whether or not the various ‘.

! elements of the system &re capable of operating in acéordance with

’ désigm expectationsi System elements are éompésed of both physical -~
(computer) devices, including hardware and software, and of humans
using the system. The functioning of the htuman elements of the
system is assessed in terms of understanding their contributidns to
the system and ewaluating the ability of users to carry out their
roles effectively/, Their learning and the assessment of their under-
standings and abilities constituted the inservice programg. The
functioning of the physical components of the system was assessed
in terms of a try-out (test) of all input and output routines under

{ simulated conditions and later, through test of the speed with which
requested information could be generated and data bases coﬁig be
updated (turn-around time).

INSERVICE PROGRAMS 1975- 76
~ -
This section summarizes the results of WIS-SIM inservices that
staff members conducted in Wisconsinh school districts as'follows:™
. o or
2 1. McFarland School District--for Conrad Elvehjem and McFarland
Elementary Schools staffs held at Conrad Elvehjem'School
on August 26, 1975.
, . .
N ! 2. WaukesHa School District--for Nerthview and Barstow - ‘ «
Elementary School staffs ‘held at Northview School on
& ¢« August 28, 1975. .

\\\\ . ’ 3.= Stevens Point School District-—ﬁqt Plover—wﬁiting and
g Jackson Elementary Schools staffs held at Plover-Whiting
School on September 27, 1975,
- 4, Milwaukee School District--for Henry David Thoreau Elementary
) School staff held at Milwaukee on December 9, 1975.

Expectations for teachets, princfpals, and computer-terminal
aides were formulated and are outlined below: . .

%

I. AIl participant¥ will:
A. .Be able to recognize the functions and limitations of
— WIS-SIM in individualizeg educatiom.:' . :

h
: 13 -
Q. ' 28 , ’
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B. Develop a positi%e attitude tbward the value of -WIS-SIM
in the instructional process.

.

Teachers will be able to: ot
r .
A. Comprehend and apply the information contained in:

1, Unit Perfotrmance Profiles.

.

.
-~

2. Individual Performance Profiles.

3. Instructional Grouping Recommendations. -

Prerequisite Deficiepcy Reports: )
‘ . . rd
"B. Decide which Eypes of report§ are needed for specific,
instructional decisions. , 12

-

ITI. Computer aides will be able tq:,
A. Correctly request needed reports.

B. Cprrpctlj\gﬁsﬁif‘stnéent assessment information.

. Several recommendations of the CMI Inservice Report, March 1975
(Lawrence, 1975c), were incorporated into'thié7nsérvice Plan for
the fall 1975. 1In particular, less time was Epent on overviews,
‘theories, and modelsf and more time was sgent on practical applica-.
tion, such as practicing form usa¥e and procedures. Additionally,.
the teacher handbook (Computer Applications Project, 1975) was
redesigned as a year-long users' manual.

The McFarland teachers' inservice involved four CMI staff,*one
principal, 31 teachers, and eight other patticipants (mostly aides).
The inservice for Waukesha staff included four CMI staff, two
principals, 17 teachers, and four other participants. The Stevens .
Point inservice involved four CMI staff, one principal, 37 teachers, «
and three gther participants. The Milwaukee inservice involved
two CMI staff,’ one principal, 31 teachers, and four other
participants. .

,The same design was used fop each, of the four inservice sessdions.
Each lasted between three and three-and-a-half hours and conformed to

7

the following schedule: \

L3
+




* Milwaukee inservices. S . >

dnto 20 parts. The tests were-scored by the number of correct responses .

»
! o 1 15
- , ) ’
/ .
TIME h ACTIVITY °*
. ‘ \ “ .}
8:30-9:00 :  INTRODUCTION *, ) g <
197576 Plans for WIS-SIM
> Pretest . ' S -
' 9:00-10:30 . BASIC INFORMATION AND WIS-SIM  ~ .
- SIMULATION , ,
. * Use of Teacher's Guide. R '
. Content and Use of the Reports
. e Short Discussion on Decision
. , Making o
) : T WIS-SIM Simulation
! 10:30-10:45 | BREAK
10:45-11:00 + = REQUESTING REPORTS--Large Group : .
11:00-12:00 . WORK PERIOD in Unit Groups
2
12:00 . Posttest

- Evaluation of the Inservice

A
s

Condensed summaries of .hg evaluation results were made avail-
able to WIS-SIM staff,after Eﬁé aukesha inservice. These results | B
did not indicate a need to make any changes.din the design and, con- '
sequently,* the same format was used.for the Stevens Point and -

o » \

Inservice Evaluation Results
Pretests and posttests were administered to assess improvement

by participants on objectives iB, IIA; and IIB. Both tests were b \

constructed by CMI staff, and each contaired questions pertaining r

to the four reports listed under objective IIA. Identital questions

were on the pretegt and posttest, but with reference to different . -« -

curriculum programs (DMP or WDRSD), ensuring that- the tests were

parallel. ‘Each test was comprised of séven major question$,~subdiviaed

out of 20 on the basis of one point per.item. The pretest and . L
posttest data were analyzed for each school separately and for the
tatal for all schools by using a one-way analysis of variance

(fixed effects). The results appear below in Tables III and IV.

A copy of the instruments used is included in Appendix A.

(VN

+

~ / . , ' ) -

.+ From Tables III and IV, it can be seen that participants made

‘a mean gain of -4302, points out of 20 or, approximately, a 20 percehq
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gain from pretest to posttest, and that the improvement over each

course separately and over all courses was highly significant The .

mean posttest score of 16.89 out of 20, or 84.45 parcent, is
- sufficiently high to be taken as an indication that objectives IIA
+ and B were fulfilled. It is recommiended that a criterion

TABLE III b ' BN

INSERVICE PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

School PRETEST POSTTEST ’ '
N Mean . SO N Mean SD
McFarland 43 12.93 . 3.25 41 16.95 3,48
/’-
Waukesha 24 13.38 3.09 25 18.60 1.26
Stevens Point 52 13.87 3.11 43 - 16.84 £2.98
Milwaukee 36 11.00 3.12 33 15.61/ 3.53
Total = 155 "12.87 3.30 142 - 16.89 3.18
ﬂ N t
: . - .l
TABLE IV .
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF INSERVICE PRETEST AND POSTTEST DIFFERENCES
School Mean Square(DF) Mean Square'(DF) F p
Between Error
McFarland 339.34(1) 11.301(82) 30.03 .0005
Waukesha * 334.29(1) 5.48(47 60.99 . .0005
Stevens Point * 207.87(1) 19.31(93) 22.33 .0005
Milwaukee | 365.28(1) 11.04(67) 33.08 .0005
Total.’ , 12.03.48(1) 10.51(295), 114.47 .0001 .
o .
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of’ acceptability o% 85 percent mastery overall be adopted for future
inglervice courses of 'this nature.

. An analysis inservice evaluation instrument (Appendix A) was
conducted on the posttest responses by selecting every third a T -
sheet, resulting in a sample of 50 out of a population of 142.° The
results of the item analysis, Table V, indicate that question IV,
in particular, and questions V2 and VIL are areas that should be
explored by project staff. The relatively poor response tp_question IV
probably can be accounted for by'ambiguity in the question. It may
be that teachers confused "not insufficient" in the question with

"insufficiént" in the instructions. It is suggested that the
question be reworded to include "insufficient" rather than "not
sufficient." Question V2 refers to the symbols used in recording ,
students' achievement on topic tests, which were not well known
by the selected Milwaukee respondents (only 5 out of 12 answered
‘question V2 correctly). This highlights their relative lack of
exposure to CMI when tompared to respondents from other schools,
many of whom had practical experience with CMI before this inservice
course. ‘ Question VII refers to requesting appropriate forms. It
is recommended that project staff emphasize the appropriate use of
the various reports in their Visits to schools This recommendation
applies particularly in %he case of schoqls with little previous
exposure to WIS-SIM. ~ . . o

., Two computer-terminal aides each, from McFarland, Waukésha,
Stevens, Point, and Milwaukee, recegfved instruction in reading and
1nterpreting request ‘forms, theg procedures for requesting. WIS-SIM
reports, submitting student achievement information, and logging
on and off the compﬂter The two computer aides from McFarland

, successfully completed all sections of the checklist of computer
terminal competencies for computer aides {see Appendix A) during th
inservice courses. The two computer aides at Waukesha were unable
to use the terminal during the inservice course because the computer
was down and therefore received verbal instruction on. the procedures.
No subsequent assessmen£ of their terminal competencies was made.

- The two cqmputer aides ‘at Stevens Point and the two aides at Milwaukee

o~ successfully completed all ‘sect'ions of the checklist.

Attitudes Toward CMI

7

Inservice participants' attitudes toward CMI were investigated
in Section VIII of both the pretests and posttests and analyzed -
separately from Sections I to,VII.- The instruments used in assessing
participant attitudes toward CMI are contained in Appendix A.
Tables IV and V, which summarize participants' feelings toward CMI
as indicated on a five-point rating scale, are given. Matching
each individual particpant's pre- and post-course attitudes was
not attempted and it should be noted that generally, mote participants™
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& TABLE V * f
: - !
ITEM ANALYSIS ON A SAMPLE OF 50 POSTTEST RESPONSES N
Question # Correct % Correct
I 1. 49 98.0
2. 45 . 90.0
IT 1. o« 46 92.0
s2, . 50 100.0
III 1 49 98.0
2. . 50 100.0
3. 49 98.0
/
v 28 56.0
vV o1 48 96.0
2. 37 74,0
<
3, 47 i . 94,0
Vi 1 ’ 43 90.0
2. 42 8450
3, 44 88.0
VII 1. School 36 72.0
Unit 38 76,0 .
< ~
Teacher 37 74.0
2. T Y, 74.0
©3, N° " 35 70.0
4, 37 74.0
? 2 % ’
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= . TABLE -VI | J
B , ,
( N - * ATTITUDES TOWARD CMI )
1 - . = ‘ v .
‘ \ . Question: How are you feeling about CMI? ' >
' * ' . ' ¢
1
o ‘ . Choice Distribution - . .
‘ . Favorable Unfavorable ' . !
School Test 1 2 - 3 g . 5 N Mean , 'S_D t
4 . . . N - .
Pre 8 14 14 0 0 36 2.20 .76 1.97 < i
F
McFarland Post 11 |, 19 6 0 0 36 1.86 .68
s .
¢ 4 M s i
. Pre .0 1 16 | 3 2 22. 3.27 .70 | 1.s5
W - ‘ i
aukesha Rost * | 4 . 1 1 1 17 . 2.90 S.74 -
: . Pre 19 7 14 1 0 a1 1.42 1.08 1.92
Stevens Point | poet 21 11 4 2 o [~ 38 { 11 .95
" : (
' Pre 27 22 4 | ‘4 2, ‘99 2.31 .99 2.36
Total \ )
- Post 32 34 20 3 L/a - 91 1.99 .91 |
: . g ) \ - L .
~ .
N ' * V4
> ES
’ A"
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TABLE VII . S
ATTITUDES TOWARD USEFULNESS OF €eMI S
. Q
Question: Do you think that CMI will be helpful to yo$ y .
; . e o - . - a
in making instructional decisions?
, - 5
v',. - Y
: o o
& . ° -j A
' Choice Distribution & . o '
Favorable Unfavorable o <
School Test 1 2 3 4 5 N . Mean SD t p <
\/ '/’ '
McFarland Pre 11 13 12 0 0 36 . 1.94 .86 .61 .55
. Post 10 20 - 5 0 0 35 1.83 .62
| -
Pre . 0 1 < 16 30 .2 22 3.27 .70 2.38 .02
Waukesha o Post / 0 3 13 1 0 | 217 _2.56 1.09 -
o Pre 21 8 7 2 - 38 1.74, .95 1.03 .35
Stevens Point Post 22 ) 2 2 0 35 1.51 .89 r\\ ~
- I' *
. - ) Y ) .
Total Pre 32 22 .35 5 2 . 96 2.20 1.03 1.88 .05
Post 32 32 .20 3 0 87 1.93 .86 '
. : ) , ,
: , -
36 . ~
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responded pre-coursq than post-course. Responses to each question
/ were analyzed for pretest and posttest differences using,a t-test
(independent samples). The independent samples t-test was, ‘chosen
because the identity of the'respondents was unknown A dependent
\\L;Lest would have been more appropriate if the respondent s identity
was kfown from pretest to posttest. This analysis was performed ’
" for each inservice course separately.
No Milwaukee participants completed Ssetidn VIII Pretest and
only 17 out of 36 of those participants completed the Posttest.
K Consequently, pretest End posttest differences were not" analyzed
although the comments made by the Milwaukee participants are
considered in the next section Pretest responses were not collected
from the Milwaukee participants because of their complete lack of
. knowledge of what constituted a system of computer managed instruction.
It is apparent that the \McFarland participants attitudes were pd
clearly positive, pre-course and even more positive, post-course. By
contrast to these obviously positive comments expressed by the
McFarland participants, the Waukesha participants' pretest comments
were generally unfavorable, although these attitudes seemed to ameliorate.
The Stevens Point participants, similar to the McFarland participants,
were clear}y favorably disposed to CMI at pretest and even more so
at posteggt. For the total group, for both questions, the pretest
, mean was approximately 2.30 and.the posttest mean was about 1.495,
representing movement from somewhat favorable attitudes at pretest:
to very favorable attitudes at posttest. The differences for bdth
questions were significantly 1mproved from pretest to posttest.
It is recommended that suitable criteria of-acceptability for future
inservice courses be:a mean rankiné)of 2 .on-each of questions 1
and 2. - )
.8 ’ v p,
As part of Section VIII of the instrﬁment,rparticipants were
" asked to Summarize their p051tive and negative feelings about CMI-
in a word, phrase, or sentence. These written resporises were:
summarized separately’ for each inservice group. SR &
Pre-inservite comments from McFarland inservice participants
mainly concerned the utility of WIS-SIM for record keeping and grouping
purposes Less frequent}y-mentioned positive comments referred to
s§dvings of time and usefulness, in individualizing instruction. It
was clear that the posttest comments referred primarily to" the utility
of the 1nservice and the inservice materials, although this was not
.the intention ofs thé test item that referred to "your ‘positive feelings
about CMI." The great majority of respondents tommented very favorably \
on the usefulméss of the inservice manua)l in terms of its presenta-
tion and its refereénce value. Other commor comments referred to the
good organization of the’ project and also its improving quality.
The essential difference in the pretest and posttest comments was
that respondents seemedJmoré optimistlc about the future/utility
of the project after thd inservice; this attitude may have been a
, direct outcome of the inserwice itself.

- — s
i
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x Pre-inservice negative comments included references to insufficient
teacher knowledge of the s}stem and no saving of time spent in
preparing records. Doubts gbout cost benefits and the presence of
human errors in supplying information to the computer were also
expressed. . The negative comments were much less-frequently reported,
and less strongly so, than the pre-inservice positive comments.
Again, the post-inservice comments referred to the inservice .
rather than, specifically, to CMI. S6bme comments referred to
insufficient time in the course to understand all of its content.

In con¢lusdon, it was evident ftrom the comments about CMI-
expressed by the respondents from McFarland that thejr attitudes
towards CMI were favorable before the inservice and that the inservice
stﬁengtheued these attitudes Y -

By confrast to the obviously positivik comments expressed by the
McFarlard teachers both pre- and post-inservice course, the Waukesha
respondents' comments were generally unfavorable on the pre-inservice .
questions, although these attitudes seemed to temper in the post—=_ «+’
course responses. The only positive comment expressed several times
was the opinion thit the computer- supplied information is helpful
during parent-teacher conferences. The negative comments most often
dealt with duplication of record keeplng, unreliability of the
computer services, and the timé consumed in forming the groups.

These negative comments were not as frequently reported after the
inservice, but the negative comments still %ontinued on the quantity
of record* keéping involved. The difficulties encpuntered in the
‘implementation of the pMP program in the eclassroom were commented
upon several t1mes‘

’
3 [

The positive comments, as in the case of the McFarland, ingervice,
often referred ép the quality of the inservice .course itself. Again,
the inservice manual was favorably considered. The CMI project was
seen to be well organlzed by a quarter of the respondents and about
the same number saw CMI as: assisting to individualize instruction.
Based on the frequency of ‘the comments expressed,®it seems that the
Waukesha respondents are still negatively oriented toward CMI, alshough
not nearly to the same degree as before the inservice. N{\

7. only-slightly more than half of the Stevens Point participants,
made pre-courge comments, which probably reflects their inexperience
_with CMI. However\\approximatelx 80 percent of the respondents made
bost-course ,comments. By far, the most frequently made positive
comment offered pre-course concerned the expectation that CMI would
" result in*less time spent on record keeping and, especially; on !
record "keeping applied to grouping. The only other positive comment
. made more than once was that CMI promised to be a complete record
keeping system. The negative comments expressed pre-course were more
widely @listributed and, in the main, referred to extra paper work that
might be involved!, extra costs involved, and the necessity for
adequate inservice.

-~ . -




ERIC

‘ Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
»

-

negative comments emphasized the extxa work inyolved for the aides,

requiring them to spend less time on some other duties. Four

participants referred to the possibility of providing alternative

groupings based on other student characteristics, thus, making for |

more flexibility ih grouping. . . . "
The Milwaukee participants\madé no pre-course comments and less

- than half made post-course’ comments. Theseywere mainly one werd
comments. Areas of potential concern most %requently reported were

- ~a, extra costs and the loss of identity of students. Areas of expected

1mprovement most- fnequently mentioned were time saved in grouping
students and better groups (groupings) of students. Generally, the -
Milwaukee parg1c1pants post-test comments, although sparsely and
concisely made, reflected the trend in the comments of participants , .
in other schools.

7 ’ '
s,

Evaluation of Inservice , . ) —-

K. Participants if the inservice were asked to assess.the inservice
“in te of its uséfulness, their interest,-and areas onEmphasis.

A copyjof the inservice evaluation instrument is 1nc1uded in Appendix
A. Questlon 1 referred to teachers' a4sessments of the usefulness

and the1r interest in each of the four sections of the inseryice:
basic, information, simulation, requesting reports, and work ‘period.

It is clear *from teachers' ratings that only a very small number of
participants considered any of the sections as "slightly useful” o .

"not at all-useful" (5/1165 5/104, 4/135, 12/122 for the four respective

sectlons) A justifiable conclusion, therefore, is that the great v
majority of'participantsgconsidered each section of.the inservice

to be useful. A lesser number of participants considered the inservice
very interesting although, again, the great,majority of participants
considered each of tite sections ag being either very interesting or
fairly interesting. Although the work peridd, during which

teachers began ‘the task of grouping their own students in preparation
for 1nsgruct10n in the fa11 semester, was rated as being both useful
and interesting, it was rated the 1east useful and the least interest-
ing-of the four sectigns of the inservice, differences in participants
ratings between sections*were small. -

»
Question 2 asked teachers to 1ndicate whether or not the emphasis

given to each of the objectivés of the'inservice was satisfactory. ’
Slightly less than 20 percent of the participants considered each
" of the obJectlves TA and IB to require more emphasis, the other

partic1pants indicated that the emphasis was ‘satisfactory. When
»
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. ’ The- post-course responses were similar to those made pre-
b ’) v course except that more responses-were made post-course. Again,
) f most participants identified the potential saving of time, especially . N
A 2 . $%  dn grouping students, as the greatest advantage of CMI. Post-course .

8




» . .
| referring to objectives listed under Section II, approx1mately 30
percent of the respondents recommended that more emphasis be given
to comprehending both the Instructional Grouping Recommendation
Report and the Prerequisite Deficiency Reports, and, also, to
fcorrectly submitting student.assessment 1nformat10n.
The great majority of teachers rated the level of difficulty of °
ﬁ;he material as being fairly or slightly difficult; only one respondent
considered the material very difficult, whereas about 25 percent
considered it to be not at all difficult.

AN Only 16 out of '138 participants were not at all favorably
disposed toward taking the pretest and posttests and about 67

percent indicated that they were fairly favorably or very favorably .,
dlsposed toward taking the tests.

From the summary of participants' responses, it is clear that
the inserv1ce was considered u&eful and interesting, that the
emphasis given to all course objectives was appropriate (although
it sseems warranted to place greater emphasis on objectives TIA .

and IID) that® the level of difficulty was appropriate, and that the
ad inistration of pretests and posttests was not viewed unfavorably
by most participants.

Summary of 1975-76 Inservice Results

The information on which these conclu51ons are based consists of
participants' responses on pretests and posttests of content covered
. during the inservice course, competency tests administered to
computer aides, assessments of participants' att1tudes toward CMI,
and participants’ evaluation of the inservice course.

1. The analysis of the pretest and posttest results indicate
that very significant improvement was effected by the"
inservice course ahd that participants achieved a high

B order of comprehension of the material covered in the
. . dourse. The responses to Question VI (requesting of .
.appropriaté reports) indicate that follow-up assistance in
this area may be benefic1al to teachers. )

2. The incomplete instruction of computer aides at the

inservice course may require follow-up assistance.

3. The att1tudes of partic1pants towards CMI both pre- and post-
course was, overall, strongly yositlve. The relatively
neutral attitudes of the Waukesha respondent’s cause some
concern, and project staff coul¥ direct more attention
towards improving this situation. ——

[ ?érticipants viewed all aspects of the inservice very
favorably. Perhaps more emphasis should bé given to the®
" Grouping Recommendations and PrerequlsIte Deficiency Reports.

. 3
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Evaluation of Inservices 1976-77

L4

This section summarizes the reSUIQS of CMI inservices conducted
by CMI staff members as follows:

1. .McFarland School District--for éonrad Elvehjem and
McFarland Elementary School staffs held at Conrad Elvehjem
' School on August 23, 1976. !

- 2. Milwaukee SchoolﬁQistrict——fbr Henry David Thoreau Elementary
School staff held at the school on September 23) 1976. *

Because McFarland was beginning its third:consecutive year

) of WIS-SIM usage and Henry David Thoreau was beginning its second
consecutive year, an intensive inservice‘*training program was not
considered necessary. Rather, a brief review of WIS-SIM was given
the staffs at both schools. Questions regarding system usage and
modifications to the system were discussed.’

A questionnaire was administered to the inservice participants
at the conclusion of the session. The results of this survey are
presented for the two schools in Tables VIII and IX. .[The, question-
naire is included in Appendix A. The attitudes of the faculty and
staff at the McFarland schools toward CMI, as reflected by the
ratings on the two survey questions, are clearly positive. Only
three of the 24 respondents rated the first question with a rank of R :
three. No one ranked the second question below two, where responses
. of one and two are favorable. . .
Only four unit leaders were involved in the inservice at Henry
David Thoreau School. Therefore, the attitude survey is not
conclusive. Thgse participating, however, did indicate a favorab}e
- disposition toward. CMI system usage., '

Y As part of the review inservice evaluation, participants were »
asked to comment about CMI in a word, phrase, or sentence. Comments
were specifically requested regarding general feelings about CMI,
problems anticipated, adequacy of the review inservice, and
suggestions for future inservices.

-

~

The McFarland respondents' feelings about CMI were quite favorable.
- . Responses indicated that they considered the system very helpful in
PO - “the management of the instructional program. Several teachérs also
reported that they~considered the system to be better than when
initially implemented. The only comments that were not totally
positive concerned apprehensiveness about changes incorporated into
WIS-SIM, e.g{, report formats. "No respondent anticipated any
problems-us;ég WIS-SIM durlng the coming schoqQl year. The onerhour
review inservice was considered by all the participants to be
suffiETEnt to refresh their knowledge of the system. With respect




TABLE VIII

ATTITUDES TOWARD (MI

s T -

Question: How are your feelings about CMI?

g

3

School

Favorable

Choice Distribution Unfavorable

1 2

) 3 < 4 5

McFarland

9 12

a

3 0

Milwaukee

v

s

*Due to the way in which WIS-SIM was implemented in Milwaukee, only four unit leaders and “the reading

specialist participated in the'Milwaukee inservice.

AN

)

Question:

»

One questionnaire was not returned.

- ’

_ TABLE, IX

HELPFULNESS OF CMI

&

~

Do you think that'CMlowill be helpful to you in maling instructional decisions?

< .
.

Favorable

Choice Distribution Unfavorable

1 2

. 3 4 5

i ]
Mean

‘McFarland

11 13

.

0 0 0

1.54

Milwaukee

*See Note in Table VI
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to future inservices, it was suggested that they, also, be concise.
Additionally, a mid-year review inservice was recommended. ~

The four participants in the Thoreau inservice did not indicate
negati’ve feelings regarding CMI, but did reflect less familiarity
with the system than McFarland. This ‘was anticipated, as Thoreau
teachers have little’ “direct contact with WIS-SIM. Rather, gruping
and other aspects of the reading program are mandged by the reading
spec1allst. They did indicate that they weré. looking forward
to using the system and did not anticipate any problems during
the coming school year.

.

P «

Summary of 1976-77 Inservice Results

<

It appears that a concise, rather than lengthy, review inservice
is vigwed favorably. Based on the respondents' comments, it seems
best plan two inservices for each'user school, one for returning
faculpy members already well acquainted with the system and a second
for ngw staff members unfamiliar with WIS-SIM. The initial inservice
for a'school just starting on WIS-SIM would need to be of the more é
comprehensive type used in.the 1975-76 pilot tests. The suggestion
regardipg a mid-year inservice: appears appropriate also. This
would provide an opportunity for users to become informed about
changes or anticipated- changes as well as to provide feedback to the
CMI staff regarding problems, modifications, or system improvements.

\
TESTING COMPUTER SOFTWARE

7

A critical prerequisite to the smooth implementation of a
computer system is the careful testing -of that system tonefisure, that
it operates in accordance with the design specificationg for the
system. Individual software components were tested as coding was
completed:. - Add1t10nally, the system was tested as a'whole by project
staff members. Any discrepancies between the design specifications .

"and system operation were noted and changes were made to the system.

Project staff members using the system were also asked to offer
suggestions for system improvement. The#® suggestions were reviewed:
and those meriting 1nc1usion were implemented in the next system
update. .
Prior to the two-year pilot test reported, here, WIS-SIM was
implemented in two Wisconsin school districts to,try out the system.’
During the year in, which the system was first implemented in the
Waukesha and McFarland schools, considerable staff time was spent
at, the schools, in close contact with thesusers of the system. When
problems were noted, they were resolved as quickly as possible.
Suggestions for improvement were carefﬁlly noted and, periodically,
priorities among ghe suggestions were established, taklng account of
the potential~b§ﬂ£fit of théir implementation against the cost of
implementing th€m. The system was in a state of developmental.

.
—
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3
transition during the entire period df the tryout In addition to
the tryout in the Wisconsin schools, the progress of the cooperative
effort with Duluth Public Schools, Minnesota, was carefully monitored.
An evaluation report of. the tryout year was published by- the‘pYOJect
in 1975 (Lawrence, 1975b).

7

TURN-AROUND TIME - ' :

, While the system may be capable of generating the reports and
. carryfng out other operations for which it was designed, tHe ‘system
*is of little value to users if it cannot carry’ out these operations °
within their time requirements.’ Preliminary assessments of the time
constraints surrounding system functioning indicated the majority
of requests could be processed overnight or within a few hours, but
some needs were more urgent than that, and required faster turn-around.
It was difficult to get teachers to assess realistically the turn-
» around requirements needed and to separate what they desired, or
might need, from what they actually did need, Since it was degermined
that there were nee€ds that necessitated fast turn-around, an inter-
active system was designed and implemented for DMP, and a front-end
that could submit batch jobs in priority modes was implemented in
WDRSD: Both systems were designed to be able to produce requedted
reports and accept data base updates within one—half hour of the
1n1t1a1 request. - \ N o ;<§
¢ . a oo
Limited information was collected on_turn—around time during
: . ®he 1975-76 school year. Data wepe~collected, however, ffom the two
McFarland schools from May 24, ﬁ7€§~to June 15, 1976. «For the
. purposes of this data collectiqif, turn-around time was defined
-7 A\ as the difference in the time of the request and the time of' the
’ receipt of the report at the terminil. Table X shows the mean times
for each report and progtram, WDRSD.and DMP/SAPA. It.should be noted
that, in WDRSD, the user can request a turn-around time of less
. than an hour, about an hour, overnight, or over the weekend. DMP
_and SAPA were examined together because both of these'programs are o
processed at the R & D Center, whereas the WDRSD program is processed v
at MACC. 'This latter processing can be expected to be slower than
the, former because having been procéssed at MACC, the data requested
is sent back to the R & D Center. The user then has to call in
. again to the R & D Center to confirm if the report is available.

. - Turn-around time mgy be misleading because of the levels of!g
computing priority thé user may select. *Under the MACC UNIVAC 1110
system, the user may choose five levels of priority which correspond
to. reldtive processing time requirements, although this- may wvary.

. ' For example, when little use is being made of the 1110, all priorities
. ‘may prov1de approximately the same turn-around time. The four levels
. .. are: express (less than an hour), normal (about an hour), deferred
) - (overnight), and convenience (over the weekend). As the mode of -
. ¥

v
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TABLE X

TURN-AROUND TIME AT MCFARLAND
May 24 - June 19, 1976

1
[

~

* ‘Deferred and convenience runs exéluded.

_ Report » DMP/SAPA WDRSD*
UPP , N = 14 ON=14 .
- Medn Time = 16.6 Mean Time =, 73.5
’ SD = 20.6 SD = 43.4
. IPP N=16 Ne& 40 )
- Mean Time = 25.9. Mean Time = 67.2 °
SD = 23.4 = SD = 42,4
i IGR N =2 N =2
Mean Time = 12.5 R Mean Time = 82.0
- SD = 3.5 SD = 18.4 .
All N=32°" N = 38 .
< Reports Mean Time = 21.0 Mean Time = 69.3
SD = 21.7 SD = 41.7
g TABLE XI
» TURN-AROUND TIME AT MCFARLAND -
.. April 11 - April 29, 1977 .
. - / ! 5 -
Report DMP/SAPA " WDRSD¥
& 9 .
] UPP N =8 N = 11 \ :
’ ‘Mean.Time = 28.4 Mean Time Z 13.0
. o SD = 22.5 SD = 18.2
I3 , < _
. = 7 - —
IPP N=130" N = 14
! Mean Time.= 15.9% Mean Time = 11.7
) , SD = 13.5 ° SD = 9.0
- R . ¢
. IGK SN®9 N = 11 -
Mean Time = 17.9 Mean Time = 17.2
SD = 7.7 ¢ +}y SD = 12.1
/_"_ - - ‘ JL -
- All N=47 N = 36
Reports Mean Time = 18.4 Mean Time = 13.8
. SD = 14,98 SD = 13.14
- 4
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demaﬁd increases, so does the associated cost of comput{hg .
Therefore, users are encouraged to use the lower priority modes as )
‘much as possible. . i .
/ o’

. During the school year 1k976-1977, a log was maintained by the '
McFarland CMI project director and the computer terminal aide on
turn-around time for the.entire year. TFor the purpeses of data
collection during this year, turn-around time was again defined as the
time actually required for processing (time tHe request was entered '
on terminal to the time of receipt on terminal). ,This was considered
to be more useful information,‘'as a teacher request for a report
might conceivably be held before processing due to work loads,
personnel availability, or other factors. Data’ were sampled using - . -
the three-week period off April 11, 1977 to April 29, 1977. Table :
XI shows the number of respective reports, average turn-around times,
and standard deviations of each type of report and pgogram. . &

More individual performance proflles (IPP's) were requested

-each year than either unit pe?%ﬁrmance profiles (UPP's) or instruc-
tional grouping requests (IGR's);-a larger percentage of IGR's were

. requested during the second sampling period than the: first.

For DMP/SAPA, turn-around time averaged approx1mately 21 minutes
during the sample period in 1976 and 18 thinutes in 1977.- This
turnraround time is well within the requirements specified and is ‘
noted to be improving with a drop of approximately 3 minutes from
1976 to 1977.

The turm<around time for WDRSD was about 69 minutes in 1976.
The user can influence the turn-around time for WDRSD in two ways.
First, the user can enter a desired turn-around time, as was noted,
and second, the user must enter a separate request for the return
of the repdrt. In other words, the requested report may have ’belen-
processed quickly but not returned for several hours, when it was
needed. The mean turn-around time improved in 1977, to a mean of
13.8 minutés. It is,anticipated that the majority of the’ change

" from 69 to 14 minutes was a result of user— controlled factors,

rather than improvements in system functioning, although'the 1976
sample was taken at a time of year when demand on the MACC camputer -

may have been heavy. 1In any event, turn-around time for both WDRSD T v
and DMP/SAPA is judged as being within acceptable limits. ‘ ‘
- - - 7 "", [ -
5 - . -
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. . ~J SYSTEM UTILIZATION . -

~ 1

’ System utilization is concerned with the management processes
for witich the system is being employed and, specifically, with
whether or not the actual uses of the system are consisfent with the

w

designed uses. Included in this chapter is a consideration of the .

i number and type of system accesses, the usage and usefulness of X ,
reports presented and an assessment of the school tasks affected by a
WIS-SIM operatdon. . N \ . 5

r &

. Number of System Accesses ) ) '

~—

The number of system accesses by the users was estimated by
tabulation of system logs during selected periods of the 1975-76
school year and the 1976-77 school year. This information was - ?
recorded separately for gach of the WDRSD,’ DMP, and, SAPA, pro"rams.
The collectlon periods for the two years are.as follows S

. LY

‘ : ‘ ’ 1975-76
WDRSD .- e,
.o , 12/¥/75 - 12/15/75 4/14/76 - 4/28/76
5/17/76 - 6/1/76 7 5/17/76 - 6/1/76 ' .- ,
. -+ ] |
1976-77 , |
v }
~ A WDRSD S DMP |
- ) ~ i *
L 3/14/77 - 3/18/77 . 9/20/76 - 9/24/764; . F
% - ) : “ .
3/21/77 - 3/25/77 1/10/77 --1/14/77
) «3/28/77 - 4/1)77 1/24777 - 1/28/77 °\T\
- ' 414177 - 4/8/77 * 2/28/77 - 3/4/77 :

*

- In addition togthe tabulations of accesses, a computer record
was maintained beginning February 2 1977, that contained McFarland's
system accesses of the WDRSD program. This included the total =~ ,
number of WDRSD runs as well as tabulations and percentages of the
WDRSD reports generated

~

v




o L. 4 , . S
’ Analysis) of 1975-76 Accesses N ) L\ :
4
Table X1¥, which includes the system accesses in 1975-76 made by - ,
each school using WDRSD, shows these acceSSes in terms of requests
for Individual Performance Profiles (IPP's), Grading (update of
tudent ‘records), Instructional Grouping Recommendations (IGR's), .
Score Submission Form (SSF's), and Unit Performance Profiles (UPP's).
" There is a general increase in the.number of accesses from December
to May in all schools, except those in Waukesha.. Grading is-the most '
frequent uge of the system, with IPR's afd UPP's being the most R -
frequenfiy requested reports. , <o ‘ !

B -~

Table XIII shows the number of system accesses madg by each ) .
school using DMP in 1975-76 and shows these accesses in terms of ’
requests for IPP's, Grading (updatlng of student records), IGR's, /
Prerequisite Deficiency Reports (PDR's), UPP's, and Implement Instruc-
tional Groups (IIG'sy. As.with WDRSD, grading is the most Erequent
p use of the system, followed by requests for IPP's. Waukeshd recorded
no machine .use during the periods sampled,, no IGR's were‘requested -
. and only one IIG ,access wds recorded.

¥

.

-

For the reading program, 56 percent of all requests were for
grading, 19 percent for IPP's, 14 percent for UPP's, 10 percent for
IGR's, and: only/i\percent forySSF's." Qpproximately the same pattern
T . ex1sts for DF" wlth 68 percen w% of the accesses for grading, 17
percent -for IPP ,38 percent’ for IGR' 6 percent for UPP's), 1 ’
v : ‘ percent,for IIG”s, .and no requests for R's, - <5gb
3 LRI <
For both WDRSD and DMP, the McFarland choo}s are, by far, the
most %qggnt’users of “the system (74.0 agcesses per week), withsthe
aukes a’ S hoois being the least fr uent users (5.0 accesses per
week) 8\ T&ese same obé%rvations apply for‘both time periods sampled.

The averaggcnUmber of accesses per week for each school isishown below:
. Ty
: v B L -
» - o . e .- ,Both‘\

School [} WDRSD ° ™ DMP -+ . Programs
N . , o o, - '\ ) B n
. McFarland N b1.5 , e 32.5 74.0
Jackson - ' 12.5: e - . "12.5
* Plover-Whiting ° - é§< 3.5 3.5 o -

. ’ ? . “~

Waukesha ) 5.0 ° 0.0

Thoreau . _ 9.5 - - o 9,5 ..

All Schools 68.5 T %36.0 104.5 ",




IToxt Provided by ERI

/ -’ . . J
(TABLE XIT"  *
" FREQUEKCIES OF SYSTE! ACCESSES “1DOSP ,
- N W w o é
. ’ » )
- : Reports IPP , ‘| ° Grading ICR SSF- UPP Totals|-
Schools : ' =
| > . ¢
LN 4
. Dec 18 32 5. ° 0 3 58
¢ - s
McFarland May 23 56 “12 0 17 108
. 2 -.a L]
Total 41 " 88 17 - 0 20 166
J ) F .
Dec 0 4 3 0 1 8
Jackson May 36 4 0@ 0 42
. Total 3. " 40 . 7 0 s 1 50
; Dec 0 11 1 1 2 15.
: ’Waukesha May 0 5 0 0 s 0 , d
Total 0 - 16 1 Jo 1 2 20
/- . -
Dec 0 0 2 . 1 5 _ 8
Thoreau May 9 10 0 0 11 30
Total 9 10 I 2 1 " 16 38 |
' i ' -
‘ Dec 18 47 11 2 11 89
. © )
Totals - May .- 34 107° 16 % 0- 28 185 S
Total 52 (19)* 154 (56) 27 (10) 2 (1) 39 (14) 274
{9 ke *’(n) = percenta > ! '5>0’
EMC i= " p ges s e 2
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FREQUENCIES OF $YSTEM ACCESSES DMP

a

TABLE X1II

-

N w
N E o
4 .
. { .
7 Reports IPP Gradingx,"r IGR PDR UPP IIG Totals
Schools .
May 7 25 2 ’ 0 5 1 (2) 40
\ ¥ e kS ) ’
McFarland April 16 61 9 0 4 0 90
N \ 4 d
Total- 23 © 86 11 0 9 1 130
May - 0 5 0 0 0 .0 5
Plover-“Whiting April \ 2 J 0 0 2 0 9
) - . e
Total .2 . 12 0 0 0 0 14
Ma - 0 0 0 .0 0 0. o |
N S ' . x
Wag\kjsha April o 0 ) 0 0 0 0°
EA Total, 0 0 _ ro 0 0’ 0 0
P . /— . ) '
.o May 7 .30 2 0 .5 1 45
Totals April o 18 9 0 "4 0 99
Total - 25 (17)*| 98 ¢68) 11-(8), [ "0 (0) 9 ©)f 1 (1) 144
] N 7 - * 5
. ) *(n) = percentages R T
. g A} ¢ )




The average number of actesses_per week ior WDRSD was 17.1 and =
, . the average number of accesses per week for DMP was 12.0." Some of
* the schools were likely under-utilizing the system and McFarland was
placing haavy demand on it; therefore, the average number of accesses
M for a typical user would be expected to fall between McFarland's usage
- and the mean usage of the other pilot test schools.

-~ -

. ' - . @ -

Analysis of 1976-77 Accesses" | ' SRR

*

Tables s1m11ar to those prepared for the 1975-76.pilot test year
were also prepared for the 1976-77 data. Only the McFarland schools
. utilized WIS-SIM/DMP and SAPA during.1976-77. Tables XIV and XV
o ‘ show. the number of accesses in these schools. évefr four one—week periods.,
~ A total of 262 agjjgsses’ were reported in DMP and 76 in SAPA. As
. was the case in 1975-76,=most of the accesses were for grading
purposes. IPP and IGR réports were requested more frequently than
- others. . .

Shown in Tables' XVI and X¥IIL are the accesses for WDRSD in -
the McFarland Schools and thé Thoreau School for 1976-77. Grading
.continues to he the most frequent use of the system for Thoreau,
but IPP requests form a larger pércentage of the total accesses
in McFarland. IGR requests form abouf .15 percent of the total
* accesses for WDRSD in each school. McFarland's usage continues to

be nearly four times that of Thoreau in the reading drea alone.

. Autemated system—monitoring of accesses was inltiated in WDRSD
— in February 1977.' Table XVIII contains the number and percentage of
. “accesses in the McFarland Schools from—the date of implementation of
‘monitoring to the end of the school year. Accordfng to this assess-
ment, 62 percent of the 1044 accesses were for grading purposes, 21.3
percent for IPP's, 9.3 percent for UPP's and 5.8 percent for IGR's.
Score .submission forms (SSF's), used in conjunction with grading, - .
accounted for 1.3 percent of the accesses, and the 3kills eligibllity
profile (SFP), a newly implemented form, accounted for only .3 percent.
of the accesses. - Since the data reported in this table are compre-
hensive for a four-and-a-half month period, they probably provide the
- "best estimate of the number and distributiona\f accesses by function.

» . —~
v >

For all the time periods sampled, McFarland is clearly the more,
frequent user of WIS-5IM.as in 1975-76. The average weekly accesses
/ . by McFarland and Thoreau are given below. Based on the four weék
samples in 1975-76 and 1976- 17, McFarland and Thoreau show a definite v
. Increase in system usage.




TABLE XIV

9¢

ACCESSES OF WDRSD IN THE MCFARLAND SCHOQLS 1676=77 °

1

o i . :
. K 3/14/77-3/18/77 3/21/77-3/25/77 3/28/77-4/1/77 4/4/77-6/8/77 TOTAL
FUNCTION | FREQUENCY | % .| | FRequency | % FREQUENCY | % FREQUENCY | % rrEquencf | -z
IPP 43 45.7 1 ¢ 3.8 47 51.6 29 43.9 120 43
: - ]
,w-| cRD © 30 31.9 |- 15 57.7 18 19.8 23 34.8 86’ 31
.o | 16R 4 6.3 ¢ 10 38.5 22 24.2 5 7.6 41 15
; b ] A4
» g . N | \ . .
UPP 17 18.1 0 - 0 . 4 4.4 9 13.6 + 30 11
- N I
1 A 0 0o o |, 0 0 0 0 0 0
SEP*~ | 0. 0 0 S0 | o 0 0 0 .0
TOTAL - 94 26 ‘ 91 / 66 277 =
© . #Skill Fligibility Profile - : v R .

5 5C T B . » - o




TABLE XV

v

«

ACCESSéS_CF DiP IN THE NCFARLAND SCHOOLS 12%6-77

o

e ‘
9/20/76-9/24/76 1/10/77-1/14/77 1/24/7741/28/77. 2/&8/J7-3/4/77 ) TOTAL -
FUNCTION | FREQUENCY % FREQUENCY, | ¢ FREQUENCY| % IigééUENCY % FREQUENCY %
‘ ‘& : / 1}
UPP 1 1.5 . 2. 3.3 1 2.1 13 14.6 17 6
IPP, 13 19.7 " 18 30.0 9  |19.1 32 36.0 72 28
IGR 11 16.7 . ¥5 8.3? 0 0 10 11.&/ 26 10
. ] L
116 5 | 7.6 7 11.7 3 6.4 4 4/@ 19 7
. S~
PDR 2 3.0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
GRD # 32 48.5 28 46.7 32 68.1 28 31.5 120 46
DELSCR #* 2 3.0 0 0 2 4.3 2 2.2 6 2
’ 8
TOTAL 66 60 47 89 262
*Grading, "
**DELSCR-Spellout w
. Lo v ~
v .
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TABLE XVI

-

ACCLSSES OF SAPA IN THE MCFARLAMD SCHOOLS 1076-77

4+

g . \J . 55
, ¢ ; -
9/20/76-9/24/76 9/10/77-1/14/77 1/24/77-1/28/77 2/28/77-3/4/77 TOTAL
k' %
FUNCTION | FREQUENCY.| ¢ FREQUENCY | % FREQUENCY | % FREQUENCY | % FREQUENCY | &
UPP 0 0. 1 6.7 0 0 0 0 1 1 .
IPP 2 11.1 4 |26.7 0 0 4 {25.0 10 | 13
IGR 0 0 0 0 2 6:5 || 3 18.8 5 7
G . 0 0 0 0 1 3.2 "2 lids 3 4
PDR - 0, 0 0 0 1 3.2 , 0 0 1 5#‘ 1 ~
N ! - - a ce r P “J.
, GRD. '8 4.4 210 66.7 .27 87.1 7 43.8 52 - e |
>
DELSCR * 4 22.2 ‘0 0 o 0 0 0 4 5
. v . T B
TOTAL 14 15 : 31 16 76 ‘
*Spell out DELSCR ' C
. - B
- A"
6o ‘ .
N z ” .
.. » t




TABLE XVII '

TOTAL WDkSD‘ACCESSES IN THE MCFARLAND SCHOOLS 1976-77

]

2/2/77-6/15/77

. FUNCTION FREQUENCY

PP . 222

647

61

97




TABLE XVIII ®

ACCESSES OF WDRSD IN THE HEN2Y DAVID THOREAU'SCHOOL 1976-77
3/14/771-3/18/77 . 3/21/77-3/25/77 3/28/77-4/1/17 4/4/77-4/8/117 TOTAL
FUNCTION | FREQUENCY | ¥ FREQUENCY | ¥ FREQUENCY | % FREQUENCY | %~ FREQUENCY | %
. . t Y
IPP 0 0 (I 0 - 4 36.4 2 5.4 6 8
e’ 3
A 4 :
GRD 1 7 |50.0 ' 18 75.0 4 D36, 4 24 .64.9 47 63
IGR 0 0 2 8.3 0 0 I 8 21.6 10 27| 14
. .. - - 43 \ N N
UPP 0 , 0 2 8.3 - 0. 0 3 | 8.1 5 7
¥ ’ -
/
' SSF 0 0 2 8.3 1 9.1 20 0 3 &
' 3 - /l s
SEP 1 50.0 0 0 2 18.2 0 0 3 4
. !
TOTAL 2 24 1 37 %™
/ t
R /.
- e / A

oy
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TABLE XIX .

AVERAGE NUMBER OF ACCESSES/WEEK

| . A , WDRSD
“ & > , . ; ———T N
‘ : . 1975-76 .° 1976-77 * % Increase
" McFarland 41.5 69.25 67.3
b Thoreau 9.5 18.5 94.7
R L]
“ ." t{P - .
N ) McFarland ° 32.5 65.5 101.5

USAGE OF REPORTS .

In May 1976 and April 1977, unit leaders, teachers, and aides -
in each of the user schools were gurveyed to determine what uses
were being made of ‘WIS-SIM reports. The emphasis in this evaluation

."was on the ‘uses of reports other than theig stated purposes. It
was, assumed that the reports-were used for the purpose for which they
were designed; therefore, purposes reported by the respondents were
in additioh to these purposes. The evaluation of the usefulness

ofgthe report for the purpose for which they were designed is not
addressed in this section but, rather, is addressed separately in

a later section. - K

. ) The questlonnalres administered in this survey are presented

in Appendix B. It should be noted they are not identical in
appearance, as the 1977 instrument c?nsolidated both the usage and
usefulness evaluations. Items C and D of the questionnaire relate
to report usage. ’

s

LS

.In the 1976 questionnaire, five reports were listed together
with their stated purpose. The reports were:

B
o3
-

—— 1. Unit Perforimance Profile (UPP). .

2. 1Individual Performanceé*Profile (IPP).
3. “Instructional Grouping Recommendatioh—Summary (IGR-S).

" 4, Instructional Grouping Recommendation-Omissions (IGR-0).

t5. Prerequisite Deficiency Report (PDR).
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- .

Respondents®were asked to describe briefly any uses they had made of
reports, other than their stated purposes. Respondents were also
asked to describe any other uses they had found. for any WIS-SIM
reports, other than the five specifieally referenced. It was
considered that“the five reports above were those likely to be used.

» .
¢ The 1977 questionnaire was similar in format and design except
for the inclusion of two additipnal reports and samples of these
reports. The two additional reports, were:

1. Skill Eligibility Profﬁ}e (SEP). p B

2. 1Instructional Grouping Recommendation-Group (IGR-G).
/// The number of respondents to Ehe 1976 and '1977 surveys are
shown in Table XX. '

. ) C TABLE XX '
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS USAGE OF REPORTS QUESTIONNALRE A
{
~
, . 1976
N ' 4 ) —
, Unit Leadégs Teachers Aides
i ¢ McFarland : 4 6 2
. Jackson la 2 1
Plover-Whiting ’ 1 4 0
\\) .’ Barstow . 2 - s 1 1
. Northview 2 10 LI 3
- : /

Henry David Thoreau 5 7 4

' L J - o
Total . 15 34 11

S \\’
Ve -
r~
ot
N .
h / A -
¢ . 4 v




‘) _ : 1977 .

- . Unit Leaders Teachers Aides

3

-

, Total

-~

. MeFarland 5 9 ' 0

Henry David Thoreau : v “ 1
-*

*Due to the organizat10na1 structure at Thoreau, only, the reading
specialist and terminal operator were surveyed-

.8 .
Analysis of 1975-76 Usage

.A total of 31 uses were reported: the great majority of

respondents li'sted no ektra uses for any reports. No additional
“uses for WIS-SIM reports were glven Blanks' were taken to mean that
no extra uses were made of the reports. The respondents from
Barstow and Jackson reported little or no use was made of the
,Jreports--Jackson, because of the late assembly tf the data basc

and the lack of a terminal in their school bmilding, and Barstow,
because of the lack of a terminal in -their school building.
Consequently, no other uses 6f reports were identified by respondents
from these two schoéls. Henry David Thoreau (although several
respondents reported uses) organizes its WIS-SIM servijces through
the one person, a rﬁadlngI.'bcialist and, consequently, Thoreau
.respondents\character1st1ca11y did not report many éxtra uses of
WIS-SIM reports. Most extra juses came from, McFarland respondénts
with some fsgpm Northview and |Plover-Whiting. ~In this report, where
extra uses were mentioned bY multiple users, this. is noted.
Oftherwise; it can be taken that extra uses weré\reported only once.

Gnit Performance Profile (UPP). The use of the UBP as an aid
An evaluating instructional programs at the year's end was ‘reported
by a unit leader from McFarland. Although not mentioned speci 11y
by, the respondent, it appears as -though the UPP: contains usefu
information on progress in an .instructional program being made by a

14
p

2%

P

N

group of students and, over. time, this helps to dssess the usefulness )

. of a program in meeting the edugational needs of students. Several

respondents pin the UPP on a board to permit students to see what
progress they'are making both individually ard as a grogb

Several rather conventlonal uses related to the grouping of
students were reported, e.g., using the UPP in deciding what skills
to request. for grouping and in deciding where ‘to place students
who do not appear on the grouping reqommendations. However, three
respcndents reported using the UPP as an aid when forming groupings
within classrooms. . - 0 -

o
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P
Individual Performance Profile (LPP). Four schools reported

using IPP's during end of semester parent conferences. Two
respondents noted that parents found the IPP's difficult to comprehend.

* However, it was also noted that achievements and deficiencies of

.Y individual students can be readily identified to the parents. The
. e s ready availability of current IPP's is also useful for quickly- .
¢ convened conferences.

IPP's have been used by at least three respondents when
gstudents are transferred into and out of schools. IPP's can be '
sent to receiving schools and from sending schoels as a convenient
means of communicating information on student progress. One -
teacher reported using IPP's as a means of communicating information
to special services. >

a
v

Similar to uses reported for the UPP, two Tespondents used IPP's
to indicate to students h were progressing and, in one
instance, each studeng’ﬁggﬂgftiﬁhhis own copy of the IFPP. The *
only other u§e noted of the IPP was by one respondent who wused it as
the subject ot an introduction to uses of the computer. Mo extra'
uses were reported for the ,Instructional Grouplng Recommendation—

Summary, the Instructional, Grouping Recommendation-Omissions, or
the Prerequisite Deficiency Report. ,

-
.
° * “ !

Analysis of 1976-77 Usage : -

The respondents from the McFarland Schools indicated the greatest
number' 6f additional uses for the seven reports addressed in t e
questionnaire. As indicated in Table XXIII, the instrument wazghot R
, . given to the teachers at'Henry David Thoreau beécause primary use
- ' . of WIS- $IM and its’ reports were\made only by the ypeading spec1alist

~and aide in the reading center. The reports are listed separately
*  in this section. When additional uses were indicated, the design
> purpose is given followed by the respondents uses. :
» - a8 < ”,
- Unit Performance Profile (UPP). The design. purpose of the UPP '
report is to determine the achievement status of gtudents. Uses for
this rebort indicated by the McFarland respondents in addition to '
o : v
T T the design purpose are given below. The number in parentheses .
‘ . refers to the uumbervpf respondents identifying that same particular

use. ' F- A
[ : -

1. Identification of st'udents refuiring pretesting (3). .

. e
%2. Determinationdzz\next topic to be.taughﬁfto particular

. students. ;- . . .
. 3. Crouping_gf-studenﬂs (3). - -~
) 4. Update informatiogz%ﬁgstudents. o .

. o0
5. Evaluation of unit goals and objectives.

‘,A

4

’
-
. . .
.
6 8 : i
. ' ~
- hatd B
“u ~ . . N . -~
- s \ '

214




" Additional uses 1nd1cated for the report are:

45
< R .
6. ‘Record of mov1ng students within sehool and-from school~to—
= school ' J .
~ 7. Use by students in keeping thei? own'records. ' ’

The Thoreau respondents ‘indicated the use of the UPP as class’
charts in Word Attack and Study SklllS. Duplicate charts are kept .
in the unit and the reading center. ./ . ' '

- . -
Individual: Performan¢gé Profile (IPP). The purpose or the IPP
is to provide achlevemenﬁ information for an individual student.

.
~ 2

/
+ 1. &T0 determine{why'a student s not ready for a certain skill, N
' T - / . .

2. Recora\keeping end planning of schedules by student.
3: Studeét:personal-record(keeping. . -
Report fér srudent leaving echool 3. -
" 5. Parent-teacher conferences (6). . ) aa

6. Forming small instructional groups (2). .

s . »

7. VUse when student isn't ine&uded on a grouping recommendation..
g g

8. To facilitate teaching obJect1ves with Whlch students have
difficulty.
' »
The primary additional use of the IPP indicated by the Thoreau
respondents was the updating of a profile card when a stydent leaves
the school. Other uses included use for parent conferences or when
a student leaves the school.
Instructional Grouping Recommendation-Summary. Thé function ‘
of this report is to identify students who need instruction in the -

" skill reguested. The only additional use indicated for this report .

concerned a551stance in identifying weaknesses of planting and .
teachlng strategy by presenting the needs of a group in an overall
format. N

a ““Instructional Grouping Recommendatioh-Omission. No additlonal
uses}were 1nd1cated by the respondents foy this report,

Preregp151te Deficiency Report The purpose of this repof!
is to show the'prerequ1site achievement status of students
ineligible for & requested topic. Additional uses indicated .are:

1. Toiprovide information as to why a student is listéd on the
omissions report and to specify objectiyes. " ’

- +

69 ) -




2. To help keep teachers accountable.

3. To facilitate small group work within large groups (2).

Skill Eligibility Profile. The purpose of this report is to
show the numbér, of students who have mastered a particular skill,
how many are eligible, and how many are not eligible because of
prerequisites. Additional uses reported include'

~

1. Determining where most students need skills.
2. Determining which skills to teach-(2). C

Instructional Grouping Receommendation-Group. No additional
uses for this form were reported.

Many of the stated uses related very closely to the intended
uses; other uses mentioned take the- place of other reports designed
for the purpose. For example, the use of the UPP, "update information
on students”, or the use of the SEP, "determining when most students
reed skills", are closely aligned with the stated purposes of the
reports The uses of the IPP, "grouping of students", or of the IPP,

"to determine why a student is not ready for a certaim skill", are
uses that replace other forms, the IGR and the PDR, resﬁ%ctively.
Most of the uses noted, however, represent creative, additional uses
of the reports. The project needs to determine the management needs
underlying these uses, whether these are broadly’based, important
needs, and the extent to which the reports generated, adequately
meet thése needs.

Appropriateness of WIS-SIM Forms

~ .

The seven user schools were. asked to Qvaluate the appropriate—
ness of WIS-SIM report and request forms in January 1976, by completing

‘a rating scale on each form. Additionally, the respondents were

asked to provide suggestions’'for improvement of the forms. Twelve
forms were assessed, with the two performance profiles and three
grouping forms further separated for DMP and WDRSD. 1In all, seventeen
assessménts were made. The rating scale used is shown in Appendix B.
Appropriateness of WIS-SIM forms was not evaluated in 1977.

All sqven user schools completed the evaluation, but the
results from the Plover-Whiting School were not received and are
assumed lost along with the tasks-identification results. This
evaluation of WIS-SIM forms-was therefore completed without informa-
tion from Plover-Whiting, which used WIS-SIM for the -WDRSD program.
‘The rgsults from the two McFarland schools are combined under the
school district name, McFarland. The McFarland Schools, Northview,
and” Barstow, use WIS-SIM forms «for.both DMP and WDRSD. Jackson,
Plover-Whiting, and Henry David Thoreau use only the forms for °
WDRSD and, consequently, did not assess DMP forms wwhere these were
separately identified.

0
&

N




47

The respondents to this questionnaire were half of each of
school's staff. The complementary half responded to the Tasks
“"Identification questionnaire as reported later in this chapter. All
respondents were asked to assess forms that they had used previously.
The varying numbers of respondents within. the” same school giving
assessments for individual forms indicate that these instructions
were followed. As a further consequence, eighE selected teachers
did not complete any sections, ;isg,eiaiming to be unfamiliar with
any forms. Limiting respondent assessments to forms that they
had previously used shoudd yield more valid assessments than those
from non-users. 1In all, 44 responses were received: nine from
, McFarland, six from Jackson, .four from Barstow, twelve from Northview,
and thirteen from Henry, David Thoreau. o
. . . e
7. The purpose of the rating scale was to have users *aséess. the
appropriateness of the format of each WIS-SIM form. Usefulness of
these same reports was not assessed by this instriment; only aspects
of the format or design of each form was considered. Some aspects
.of format include its’ﬁrrangghent, épacing, size, and inclusion of
all essential data. Respondents were asked to suggest improvements
to the format where they considered this necessary. A five-point
scale was used with 1 representing appropriate to 5 indicating
inappropriate. As well as providing ratings, respondents also were }
asked to suggest improvements for each form, where these were
= ’ considered necessary.
The results of the assessments of each form are shown in °
Table XXIV. They are reported separately by school, by all schools,
and by all forms combined. The assessment for each form is shown
bath as a fraction and as a decimal. For example, the assessment
of, the Unit Performance Profile by McFarland is 8/6=1.33 (see
Table XXI, column 2). This-indicates that 8 was the total assess—
ment obtained from 6 respondents from which is obtained a mean
assessment of 1.33 for the Unit Performance Profile.
\
The mean assessment over all forms by 411 respondents.was 2.1§,
with nine forms having ratings less than or equal to 2.19 and eight'
. forms having ratings of 2.19 or higher. Six forms received ratings
. of 2.00 or less and eleven received ratings greater than 2.00 (see
‘ . Table XXII). Only one form, the Prerequisite Deficieney Report,
) received a rating of greater:than 3 and is, therefore, considered,
dn'the average by the ten respondents, to be inappropriate. ¢
, . . . o
The number of suggestions received from respondents was scant:
Only 23 comments were received out of a possible 748. Of those
- ' received, 13 were made by McFarland users. Therefore, it appears
fruitless to use respondents' comments as indications of what they
found dﬂéatiéfactofy.about the forms. Of the 23 comments, ten
were not related to format; several more were uni&%elligible.
Specific comments made include the following:

. S J

-

-2
| 5
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TABLZ XXI

.

~

APTROPRIATEMNESS OF WIS- SIM FORMS*

Mean Ratings by Schools

l

QO *Scale: 1=Appropriate to 5=’Ina"pproprj,at:

E119

. . -, ‘7
.-148/80 = 1.85 ! 780/356 = 2.19

Fornm i McFarland f Jackson ' Barstou ; Northview | H. D. Thoreau | All Schools Ji
i i i , 7 @ |
UPP - DIPP | 8/6 =1.33 ! - 7/3 =2.33 | 10/4 = 2.50 - ., 25/13 = 1.92 5
= WORSD' . | 11/7 = 1.57 20/6 = 3.33 10/4 = 2.50 | 20/11 = 1.82 18/12 = 1.50 | 79/40 = 1.97<
IPP - DMP 10/8 = 1.25 - 7/3 = 2.30 i 10/4 = 2.50 ' - 27/15 = 1.8
{ } -
- WDRSD 13/9 = 1.44 6/2 = 3.00 10/4 = 2.50 20/11 = 1.82 21/13 = 1.61 | 70/39 = 1.79
IGR{ Group B . /;.
- - DMP 12/6 = 2.00 - 9/3 = 3.00 9/3 = 3.00 - 39/12 = 2.50
L _— ! ) . .
| - WDRSDw | 16/7 = 2.29 5/2 = 2.50 12/4 = 3.00 25/12 = 2.08 28/13 = 2.'15 35/38 = 2.26
ICR -Summary ' * . . - . .
- P 9/5~=_1.80 - -8/3 = 2.67 8/3 =-2.67 - Jo25/11 = 2.27
| - WDRSD 12/7 =-1.71 3/1 = 3.00 11/14 = 2.75 24/12 = 2.00 26/12 = 2.17 i 76/36 = 2.11
; IGR -Omission '
f | - NP 10/4 = 2.50 - 1073 = 3.30 8/3 = 2.67 - 28/10 = 2.80
~ | Z WDRSD 13/6 = 2.17 3/1 = 3.00 13/4 = 3.25 19/10 = 1.90 20/10 = 2.00 ' .68/31 = 2.19
: _Score Submiss.ion.’I ’ ‘ . - !r ( .
' Forn . 23/6 = 3.83 8/5 = 1.60 12/4 = 3.00 9/7 = 1.29 9/6 = 1.50 i 61/28 = 2.18
- Bl k) . <
Card Ifiserts 13/7 = 1.86 - 6/2 = 3.00 4/2 = 2.00 3/2 = 1.50 26/13 = 2.00
Objective Check~ ; ’ . ’ i I ’
iist Cards i 9/6 = 1.50 -, .,gg_r - 6/2 = 3.00 . 4/2 = 2.00 | 3/2 = 1.50- | 22/12 = 1.83
. Grading Update ) . . . ‘ - .
! [Report Cards | 12/4 = 3.00 . - 9/3.= 3.00 10/4 = 2.50 4/2 = 2.00- 1 35/13 =72.69
ﬁrerequisite ;
/Deficiency e ’ J , ) ) .
Report - 10/5 =.2.(§0 - 8/3 = 2.61 . 12/4 = 3,00 2/1 = 2.00 32/10 = 3.20
CMI Request , Y ' ) = ) \ , .
Form 9/6 = 1.5Q 4/1 = 4.0 9/3 = 3.00 7/3 = 2,33 9/4 = 2,26 | 38/17 = 2.23
. Student Status ' — el . . :
- Report Form | _8/4 = 2.'06- 3/1 = 3.0° ] 9/3 #.3.00 | 27/7 = 3.86 5/3 = 1.67 52/18 = 2.89 1y
2 . T -
74; ALl Forms .198/103 = 1.926’5 52/19 .='-:Qfe74 144/55 = 2.62 | 226/102 = 2;21
! ‘ . T N
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TABLE XXII
WIS-SIM FORMSl RANKED BY APPROPRIATENESS SCORES*
, «
»
- \ .
A Y
1 IP (11%9)
2 - IPP (D (1.80)
3 Objective Chgcklist Cards (1.83) d
° AN
“ 4 UPP . (DMP) (1.92) , "
¢ . - . .
5 UPP (DMP) (1.97) )
. 6 Card Inserts (2.00)
. ' 7 IGR-Summary (OMP) . (2.11) . _ . - ..
. . ) } ) s
8 Score Submission Form (2.18)
: AR IGR-Omission (WDRSD) (249 ,
’ 10 CMI Request Form (2.23) :‘ _ !
I1 ~°  IGR-Group (WDRSD)  (2.26) e -
. . i - . « -
12 . IGR-Summary (DMP)", (2.27) . ) , .
. : . - : e ) .
\ 13 | IGR-Group (DMP)  (2.50)- - . R
, 14 = Grading Update(Reﬁort (Group) (2.69) ) .
b \ h 1%1"‘ IGR-Omission -(DMP) (2.80). « . .t
“ 1 * M '
16, . . Student Status Report Form (2.89) s " .
. . 5,‘” S ¥ . Pr;arequisite Deficiency Report . (3.20) . -
. ) . .
i ) . . L ®
. [ ‘ . - ! »

¢

" «*Scale: l=Appropriate to S=Inappropriate




Four respondents from Northview requested that the Student
Status Report form be amended to be usable for more than |
one entering student and that a separate form be used for
leaving students (again, for myltiple leavers). The views
of these respondents may have been directly respongible for
the low ranking of the Student Status Report Form.

(a) Student names do not line up with numbers on the DMP

Instructional Group Roster-Card Inserts. =

(b) A preference for the use of #2 pencils with Card' Inserts
(one respondent). . - N
One respondent considered that more than three recommenda-
tions on the IGR Omission form are necessary. )
' ’ ¢
The opening in the plastic holder for the Objective Checklist
Cards shotuld be widaer to facilitate filing in N, P, or M
(one respondent).
e . w

One respondent saw the need to include o6ther data on the
Individual Performance Profile, such as standardized test-
score’s. : '

. - . ' . .
One respondent preferred the-use of 8" x 11" printout sheets
for Unit Performance Profiles and ‘further recommended that“ﬂﬂ
faint lines would .assist in reading the Unit Performance

Profile.
7. One respondent considered the Uryit Performance Profil&to .
- contain too much information, butifgave no specific detajls. -.

) The ratings aﬂp the small number of .comments indicate that. \
users feel, genérally, that the forms .are appropriate, with the‘
exception of the Prerequisite Deficiency Report. User suggestions

should be considered in later revisions and updates of the system.

¢
USEFULNESS OF REPORTS e ‘&1&F

, .

In May 1976, the seven user sthools were asked‘to evaluate the
usefulngss of WIS-SIM reports by completing a rating scale on each
of five forms: ' : )

1. Unit Performance Profile (UPP).

-

2. Individual Performance Prafile (IPP).

-

2 ‘
Instructional Grouping Recommendation-Summary.

Instructional Gfouping Recommendation—Omission{;v
Prerequisite Deficiency Report.

»
»
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In April 1977, a similar evaluation was performed of the above

, . reports and the Following additMonal reports: ¢
% A . e
, l.e Skill Eligibility Profile. ' v
2. Instructional Grouping Reéommendétion—éroup.
. " The purpose of this rating scale was tD assess the Lsefulﬁess of the )
. inéofhation contained in the reports for making decisions about the
‘ instruction of students. In addition to rating the forms on a-scale,
the respondents were asked to make suggestions with regard to each
. of the respective forms. Those surveyed were asked to respond only ¢
.o s about reports that they had used. - " -

~

The purpose of the rating'scqle‘&as to assess the usefillness of .
some WIS-SIM reports to users. Aspects of informational utility "
“include the relevance of the information to the decisions users make
about the instruction of students, the adequacy of the amount of
information, and the acturacy of the information. A 5-point scale -
was used with 1 representing very useful to 5 representing not useful
for each item. Respondents were also asked to suggest improvements
. to the forms or their use where they considered this necessary. ) e
. The instrument used in May 1976 is included in Appendix B." The
questionnaire used in April 1977 is consolidated with the question-
naire alsgo i?cluded in Appendix B: .

.
: LN
v -

- .

sA

|
. o
¢ ., Analysis of the 1975-76 Survey « ‘ . ' T |

The numbers of respondents answering the usefulness questionnaire
is summarized in Table XXIII for each sghool and respondent type.

It

N TABLE' XXIII ‘

t 3 £

NUMBERS OF RESPONDENTS TO USEFULNESS OF.REPORTS 1976\QUESTIONNAIRE

f -

- -

B .
Vo “Unit Leaders " Teadhers ¢ Addes All Staff

- McFarland. -7 . 4 6 0 10
. Jackson 1 2 1 . 4
Plover-Whiting 1 . 2 0 3
Barstow , 2 3 . 1 .6

Northview 2 Z 4 3 12 .
Thoreau 6 7 ) 3 P .16

~ L . o ) . N |
i All-Schools - 16 o 27 8 oo »




-

Unit Leaders - Teachers All Staff—’
McFarland 5/4 = 1.25 "7/6 = 1.16 12/10 ='l‘.2
Jackson 2/1 =2.0  4/2=2.0 .9/4.== 2.25
Plover-hiting . 3/1 = 3&0 6/2 = 3.0 9/3 = 3.0 )
Barstow ° ' 8/2 = 4.0 8/2 = 4.0 © 18/5 = 3.6
Nor_thv'iciw 3/2 = 1.5 ‘ 14/6 = 2.33 28/1.1 = 2.5
Thoreau © 14/6 = 2.33  .19/7 = 2.5] 41/16 = 2.56

v ' . : 1

n - . »
52 : .
. ,
) ) ‘ ' TABLE XXIV : 2 _ '
© '\ USEFULNESS OF-REPORTS: 1976 - - a |
MEAN RATINGS OF UNIT PERFORMANCE“RROFILE . ¢
y.lit Le;adérs @ leachers Aides All Staff )
McFarland . 4/6 = 1.0 8/6 = 1.33 ’ - 12/10 = 12 .
Jackson . - 2/2 = 1.0 2/1 = 2.0 4/3 = 1.33 )
Ployer—‘dhiting ] 3/1 = 3.0 7/2 = 3.5 . I0/3 = 3.33
Barstow " 6/2 = 3.0 13/3 = 4.33  2/1 = 2.0 21/6 = 3.5
Northview 4/2 = 2.0 19/7 = 2.71  5f3 = 1.67 28/12 = 2.33
Thoreau = 20/6 = 3.33 207 = 2 = 3.0 53/16 = 3.3
A1 schools . - 37/15 :)2.47 = 2.25 128/50 = 2.56
S~

. TABLE XXV
USEFULNESS ‘'OF REPORTS: 1976

. ’ I
;gEAN RATINGS OF INDIVIDUAL "PERFORMANCE

ROFILE "«

\

s®

ALl Schools | 35/16 = 2.18 . 58/25 = 2.32

‘f ' .
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. AN
. . . TABLE XXVI : )
. - 'USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: \1976, e | .
‘ MEAN RATINGS OF INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING RE COMMENDATLQN- SUMMARY X ]
| ¥ S
. R " Unit Leaders Teachers Aides A1l Staff
McF:n:la}nd 3 . 5/4 = 1.25 14/6 = 2.33 . - 19/10 =.1.9 S
Jackson , - 2/1 =.2.0 4/2 = 2.04 1/1.=1 7/4 = 1,75 - -
R Plover-ihiting 3/1=3.0  %/2=3.0 ’ - 9/3 * 30
* Barstow 6/2 = 3.0 11/3 = 3.67 3/1=3.0 , 20/6 = 3.33 . /
Northview ‘ 42 = 2.0 19/5 = 8.8  7/3 = 2.33  30/10 = 3.0
Thoreau’ K 8/6 =1.33 ,10/7 = 1.3 4/3 = 1.33  22/16 = 1.22
All Schools 28/16 = 1.75 64/25 = 2_.5;, 15/8 = 1.88 *107/49 = 2.18
/' TABLE XXVII
USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: » 1976 . \
. MEAN RATINGS OF INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING RECOMMENDATION-OMISSIONS e \
» ljnit Leaders - Teac;herg Aides " Azll Staft: ‘X

McFarland . 10/4 = 2.5 13/6 = 2.16 - 23/10 = 2.3 , \
Jac;kson -‘.‘. 5/2 = 2.5 - 5/2 = 2.5,: . \‘

i " Plover-Whiting 3/1 = 3.0 ‘ 6/2 = 3.0% .- ) 9/3"—' 3.a S
Barstow . 8/2 = 4.0 8/2 = 4.0 4/1 = 4.0  20/5 = 4.0 ,.»\
Northview 3/2=1.5  19/5 =318 ,7/3=.2.33 _29/10 = 2.9
Thoreau 9/4 = 2.25  8/4 = 2.0 10/3 = 3.33 27/11 = 2.45

/e\ll Schools . 33/13 = 2.54 59/21 = 2,81 21/7 = 3..0\ 113/41 = z:m\ ’
‘ . {

AN
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McFarland
Jackson .
~ Plover-Whiting
Batstow
‘ No;thview
Thoreau

All Schools

Y

McF4rland &
Jackson
Plover—W@iLing
. e - S
Barstow ¢
Northview

Thoreau -

“Al1 Schools

r

-

Qe

TABLE XXVIII®
USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1976
e

MEAN RATINGS OF PREREQUISITE DEFICIENCY REPORT

'
I3

¥
Unit Leaders Teachers, Aides All Staff
L \

[10/4 = 2.5 +16/6 = 2.67. - 26/10 = 2.6
4/2 = 2.0 15/8 = 1.88 - 19/10 = 1:9
3/1'= 3.0 5/1 = 5.0 - 8/2 = 4.0
6/2 = 3.0 10/2 = 5.0 - 16/4 = 4.0

a ’ .
4/2 = 2.0 10/3 = 3.33 - -14/5 = 2.8
L 7813 =2.67  10/4 = 2.5 - 6/2=3.0 24/9 = 3.78
35/14 = 2.5 66/24 = 2,75 6/2 = 3.0 107/40. = 2.68
s’ . . . - ”
LR ‘ &
; 4 ».(
° - V\ - -
- TABLE XXIX
USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1976

]

MEAN RATINGS ON ALL, FIVE REPORTS .

Unit Leaders Teachers ‘ Aides - All Staff
34/20 = 1.7 58/30 % 1.93 - 92/50 = 1.84
4/2 = 2.0 15/8 =,1.88  6/3 = 2.0-  25/13 = 1.92
12/4 = 3.0 30/9 = 3.33 - 42/13 = 3.23
36/10 = 3.4 52/12 = 4.33  11/4 = 2.75 97/26 = 3.73
R p S '

18/8 = 2.25  81/26'=3.11  30/12 = 2.50. 129/46 = 2.80
;59/25 = 2.36 71729 = 2.45  37/14 = 2.64 167/68 = 2.46
v 161/69 = 2.33° 307/114 =.2.69 84/33 = 2.54 552/216 = 2.55
79 ,




- differential responsibilities.

_in terms of categories.

55

° )

= It should be noted that different categories of. users utilize
the reports for different purposes and, comseyuently, these reporis
may have different degrees of usefulness for different users.
Accordingly, Tables XXIV to XXIX are presented in terms of unit
leaders, teachers, and aides. Administrators were omitted from the
survey on the assumption that they did not use the reports in their -

daily work. ) .

Neither the Jackson nor the Barstow schools use WIS-SIM to the
same extent as other user schools. General comments to this effect
were made by many respondents from these two ‘schools, indicaﬁing (/
they did not use the forms specified and, consequently, could not
assess their usefulness. An important factor is the different
organizational structures that different schools use to implement
WIS-SIM and IGE. - ’ ; *

At Henry David Thoreau, the reading specialist operates the
system independently of other teachers agd, therefore, these tedchers
were not ab}e to make meny assessments. Different personnel are ]
Jyesponsible for different uses of WIS-SIM in different schools and,
consequently, their perceptions should be weighted to show these °
This wa$ not attempted in this
evaluation; the perceptions of all users being preferred and presented
ocal organizational peculiarities, where
shown, can be taken into account.when interpreting Table “XXIX-.

The results of/this assesz;ent are shown separately for each of
the five reports Hy,sbhool‘and'by category of user. The ,assessment
for each form is shown both as a fraction and as a decimal. This
permits ‘the readers$to mote the number of respondents contributing

towards the mean'rdting of a particular form. - .

"* The mean rating given b§ all respondents over alf reports is |
2.535 (see Table XXIX) with the ‘IPP. and the IGR-Summary having ratings
less than (more useful) this average., The IGR-Summary report was
seen by unit leaders apd ‘aides to be the most useful af all ‘reports.
assessed. The IGK-Omissions report was seen to bé the 'least useful
compared with other reports, but is still rated as being usgful, over-

. all.”™In terms-of assessments over all schools and all users,-reports

were ranked according ‘to their usefulness as follows: ° g
. .e v . ya o
1.- Instructional Grouping Recommendation-Summary (2:.18).

_ 2. Individual Performance Profiles (2.39). . ’

-
3. Unit Performance Pﬂbfiles (2.56). . .
v4. Prerequisite Deficiency Regoét (2:68). . ‘
. . //”\ ,
5. Instryctional Grouping Redomm‘endatioq-Omissions (2.76) . ‘.

» ’

IS -

. o ES(j - ‘ k/) . v




Unitffeaders consistently rated reports higher than did either
teachers or aides--the exception being the Unit Performance Profile,
which was rated higher by aidel. This trend is particularly notice-
able for Nerthview and, to a lesser extent, for McFarland and Thoreau.

. ’
-

The McFarland Schools consistently rated the usefulness of

reports Yggher than did other schools, the exception being the -
™:Prerequisite Deficiency Report. The mean rating on all five reports
_ 1is presented in Table XXIX. V4 -

-
-~

" The 'schools ranked all reports according to the degree of their
usefulness as follows: ]
. B
Rank . School Mean Rating

1 McFarland - ’ 1.84
2. Jackson l 1.92‘
Thoreau . . .46
Northview . .80
5 P}oveerhiting o 3.23
6 Barstow 3.73

Jackson also was consistently high (comparatively) in its assessmént
of all forms. Barstow consistently ranked the usefulness of the
repbrts lowest. T BN
. Based on the mean rating of 4ll-schools, the reports considered
most useful were the Instructional Grouping Recommendation-Summary
and/the Individual Performance Profile. However, it is doubtful
that meaningful overall conclusions can be reached regarding the
usefulness of reports by all 'schools. Usefulness must be judged
relative to, and tempered by, the organizatidnal structure and
degree of WIS-SIM implemgntation. In evaluating a low usefulness
rating, one must question whether this results from a low level of
system use and implementation or whether the low usage is-a function
of the user's porceptlon of a lack of systeﬁ usefulness, including,
the reporte -

Those forms with a rating of 2.5 or less should be considered
useful, not presently in need of further modification, and their
position in the WIS-SIM: need not be altered. Those forms with a
rating of greater than 2.5 should be investigated further with a
view toward modlflcatlon of their role in WIS-SIM.
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Analysis of the 1976-77 Survey

’
MY

The numbers of respondents answering the usefulness of reports
questﬁgpnaire in 1977 are summarized in Table XXX.
. 4 Al

»‘ r _/ \
’ TABLE XXX r@

*NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS TO USEFULNESS OF REPORTS QUESTIONNAIRE

< /’
-

Unit Leaders ~ Teachers Aides All Staff

McFarland 5 . 9 : 0 14 .

(%4

PN

Thoreau _ . ) " 1 '2*

*Only’readiné specialist and terminal‘operasfr were surveyed -

Y

The results of the 1977 questionnaire regarding usefulness of*
reports are presented in a different format than those in the 1976
survey, included in the prev1ous section:
and teachers were surveyed in the McFaq%and schools.
included in the 1977 survey.
(computer-terminal operator) in the reading center at.Thoreau were
surveyed as they are normally the only oones who use thesreports

No aides were

directly.

4

E

¢

-

A total of 14 unit leaders ™

Only the teading specialist and the aide

The results of this survey are presented separately for each of
the seven reports and by user, school.. The data are presented by the

number of respondents ratlng ‘each report,

the mean ratling given the

report by the respondents, and the standard deviation of this .
rating. Tables XXXI through XXXVII reflect the ratings of the seven

report® while Table XXXVIII refers to the mean ratiné of all "the

Leports,

i+ The

ranked the usefulness of£~the reports as given below.

'

~

1y

!

McFarland Schools, by far the largest users of the system,
Qfﬁé\ng@ber

in parentheses is the mean rating. X

1.
2.
3.

4,

S5¢

. 6.

NT.

_Unit Performance Profile (1.29). -

M » )
IGR-Omissions (1.92). . e s

4.

Individual Perfbrmance;Profilev(2.08). ) PR
Skill Eligibility Profife(2.20). o

IGR—Summary (2.23) ., o 2 ‘-
" ' . ' .
IGR-Group (2 38). . . -

Prerequisite Deficiency Report (2.40).

82
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‘ ’ TABIE XXKI
g .

; .  / '

- . "RATINGS OF UNIT PERFORMANCE PROFILE

USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1977

LY

. ' 5

g N Mean

McFarland , o 14 1.29
Thoreau (R.S.) . 1 AR
(Aide) 1 1.0

'TABLE XXXII

4,

USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1977

RATINGS OF INDIVIDUAL PERFORQANCE PROFILE

b . Mean

McFarland 13 2.08

Thoreau (R.5.) ~ l( 3.0

\\\ (Aide)* 1 2.0
TABLE XXXIII

‘USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1977

Std. Dev.

.61

Std. Dev,

1.38

RATING OF INSTRUCTIONAL GRdbPING RECOMHENDATION;SUMMARY

P

. - N Mean
- McFarland L. ... 13 2.23
+ . e . "<
Thoreau (R.S.) . 1 « 2.0 f
(Aide) ™ e ) § 2.0 :
S
' . '23:3 4 ¢
. AY
. A ‘ f‘ .
. .

v K]

‘Std. Dev.

1.20
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. { . TABLE XXXIV
USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1977 ~ - ' .
. s . 1
RATINGS OF INSTRUCTIONAL GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS-OMISSIONS
4 ' . 1
- "N. Mean Std. Dev.
3 e A E—
McFarland . .10 . 2.20 1.03 .
‘. a3 '
Thoreau (R.S.) s 1 . 3.0
a ' ) .
— (A1d>e)‘ . 1. 1.0 , - ’
¢ A . » ‘v , . -Y
R TABLE XXXV
- ] _ - USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1977 .
- N
i'
, ] . RATINGS OF PREREQUISITE DEFICIENCY REPORT = . i
1 . B S
. /‘5 ) _ N " Mean ' Std. Dev.’ .
McFarland i 10 | T2k - .1.08 .ot
- : N 5‘
Thoreau (R.S.) ’ (Not Used)’
[y : - 4 o ) . ’ v
(Aide) ' - . .
t -‘ ’
~ , . . - N - N - - .-,
TABLE XXXVI ’ " \
i - - ’ ' "
' USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1977 ~ , .
= RATING OF SKILL ELIGIBILITY PROFILE o
. ‘ o ) N Mean . L ‘St Dev.
v\)“ T lb .
McFarland - . 10 = . 2.20 .1.03 * .
13 - -
Thoreau (R.S.) . Lt 1 1~ 0
. " (Aide) 1 1.0 ' _ . ¢
. : 5 e P - ) , R ’




TABLE XXXVII

USEFULNESS OF REPORTS: 1977

RATING OF INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING RECOMMENDAT ION-GROUP

®

(\ N

s McFarland s 13

Thoreau (R.S.) ' 9

(Aide) 1

A\
a : 'TABLE XXXVIII
o - .

¢ USEFULNESS OF REPORTS:

‘MEAN RATING OF ALL SEVEN REPORTS

~

.. McFarland ’ - 86
Thoreau (R.S.) 7 6
“(Aide) "6
. o . . 'd
- ) . I
- . ’
[ 4
' N\
) 5
“ . J
. . .

n
L= 4
o ]
; . Y . >
Mean Std. Dev.
2.3&u * :.50
, .
1.0 .
1.0 * )
1 ! '
. ‘:ﬁ
1977 )
v \ *
Mean Std, Dev
2.05, . &.20 . ’
1,83 : )ﬁb
- - /- .
1.33 w .52
. , -
- &N {
. " A v
L3
« ) ./




The un1t per‘ormance profile,. continued to be rated as th€ most useful N
, - report and the prerequisite deficiency report rated as ghe least
oo useéful, but still useful. The rating of the IGR-Omissious improved
’ * greatly between 1976 and 1977 &~
A Henry David Thoreau ranked the usefulness gf the reports high,
) as did McFarland, except for the Individual Performance Profile :
() which they indicated was rarely used.' The overall rankings of . N
M™oreau wexe highetr; however, than’® McFarland, This must be tempered
by the fact that only'cwo respondents were included in thé Thoreau
survey. - )
; oo . . -
- Given the high ratings of the reports by:Zhe two. user schoolsy
it may be -concluded that user perception of the usefulness of the
reperts is positive. These Tean ratings are consistent with the Y
. previous year's survey. McFarland's numerical raﬁklng was .21 N .t
’ higher and Thoreau's was .63 lOWGIXVJWhlle these ate’hot necessarily
valid comparisons, the°rank1ngs_§o appear to indicate an.,on-going
and‘overall satisfaction with the usefulness of the reports.

ASSESSMENT OF. TASKS AFEECTER BY WIS~ SIM

‘ <
User Identlglcatlon of School Tasks Sopported by WIS SIM

46

’ ’ Certa1n school tasks are assumed to be affected by the use of
compputerized-procedures such as’ the WIS-SIM system. Facult?‘?’d
staff members were surveyed by means of a questionnaire. designed to
identify those tasks supported b& the CMI system. This question- .
naire was_administered to a randomﬁsample of staff memhers in )
February }979 end April 1977. The ‘questionnairg, which was prepared
. by project personnel, is shoyn in Appendix B. -

.

» Py o s
All seven user schools %ompleted the questionriaire, but the
1976 results from the Plover-Whiting School were not received, and it .
' aésgmed they were los% in transit. . Therefore, this .evaluation
was completed without 1nfoqmatlon from Plover-Whiting. The.results
‘ : from the -two McFarland‘ichools were not considered separately and
. are combined under thesschool district name McFarland. No school N
identification was cdded onto the questionnaire forms used in this
survey. Survey respondents were asked, howeyer, to indicate tpeir ‘ — ,
position, i.e., admlnlstnaRor, ‘eacher, aide, or unit, leader.- ' ¢

Staff lists for each school weér;e obge_’r"d“ and”half of each \ C ,-Q
* schqol's staff was selected randomly to complete ch//qﬁ€stionnaire.
The remaining half completed another questiondaire.” All respondents -=. )
.. ) ) (1976 and 1977) were asked to 1dentlfy those school tasks that are 2
Y supported by computerized procedures and to ‘indicate whether theix //?E’

* 7role in the task-had changed as a result of ‘WIS-SIM. A task supported \

by WIS-SIM was defined. as one that involved the yse of: computer ; -

pr1ntouts in carrying out ‘the task. Fifty- five respogses were :

° Yoy,

. ° - : ? ' : . .
, . . . R . h .
. . ’
- i X )
: [ . ¢ ’ 86 - ' {
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. . ¥ »
received in 1976: sixteen froh McFarl¥Rd, five.from Barstow, twelve ;//ﬂ‘? L
- tfrom Northview, twelve from Jackson, and chirteen from Henry David
S Thoreau. Twenty-one responses were received in 1977:- fifteen from =~ . |
McFarland and- six from Henry David Thoreau. ?pe 1977 respondents .o .
did not include aides, first year teachers, or administrators, as ¥ .
it wa§~felt .their responses might tend to distort the findings.
Also, due to the unique organizational structure at Thoreau, only

;B ' the unit leaders and the.reading coordinator were surveyed in 1977.
- Twenty-seven tasks were included in the questibnnaire. Each ' ~;.
was selected after a survey of IGE literatureqzhgéthe ques;ionﬂaire
in d.tasks considered typical for IGE schools.- Several tasks
were Included that were considered as not inv6lving WIS-SIM. fhere St
were "four possible responses to each task, ‘and respondents.were asked. '
to gelect the one that best describéd the invplvement of WIS-SIM ’
-in the task. The possible-responses were: ;' (-
. 1. The task in;olves a WIS-SIM procedure that has completely
P (/ ) replacgd a manual procedure. ’

v
< ¥

. < .
2.  The task involves a CMI procedure that has partially -
replaced a manuhlkprocedure. g

- 3. The task is new:and éttra because of WIS-SIM. ¢
s . E . N
. 4. .The task has not'been affected by WIS-SIM.
For each task, respondentts were also ééked to indicate whether , .
their role or responsibilities, in the task had changed ‘because ‘of \X
, \QIS-SJ?: Responses werng either Yes or, No. Respondents were also , ‘
. asked to identifye,any computer-supported tasks not inc%nded.in/thevf
‘quest{pnnaire. . :
- ;

r

>

It should be woted that,theqdugstionnaire was designed to - !
- 1identify those schoel tasks supported by computerized procedures and
, those affected by WIS-SIM. User evaluatidn of the system was not
( '. * .the p%rpbse, nor were user value judgement #0of the peffectiveress or
ke efficiency of the system requested.’ Therefore, the resul%; obtained
- ‘cannot be interpr?ted as measures of user ‘satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with the system. - T )

-~ . , LY .

: Tables XXXIX through XLIII show, for-eadch school, thé’perbentage % C o
DR ,/gf respondents ﬁmlecting each of thé four possible responses. )
) Tabley XLIV shows,‘those percentages for all user schools combined.

In eagh table, lumns 1-4 refer to the first aspegt of WIS-SIM‘s "’ .
involvement in the task and columns 5 and 6 refer to fhe role of « '

each' respondent in . the task. Not all‘pergenéaées add to 100 percent
.  because some respondents did not#provide infermation on'each of the ?

' ‘ 27 tasks. ! to & )




o
£l
v

‘Analysis of gpe 1975-76 Survey i .
In the 1975- 76 survey, only two tasks, "Ma1ntaining Unit Performance
Profiles” (UPP), task 3, and:"Updating Student Performance Informa-
tion", task 24, were considered by more thah 10 percent of the
respondents as being new and extra becduse of WIS-SIM. The Jackson
School identified more tasks, mofeéstrongly, as being extra because
» of WIS-SIM than did any oth school. Ten out of -the twelve Jackson
“respondents saw Ident1fying Individual Student Instructional Needs",
. task 21, ag HEing xtra ‘because of WIS- SIM, seven identified '
"Maintaining UPP' as extra; five identified IPP's as extray five
1dent1f1§d ”Updat1ng Student Pegformance Informatiop" as extra. It
_seems that Jackson's respondents have perceived WIS-SIM as providing
Ore extra tasks than in other ,schoqls whgse respondents only
occasionally reférred to tasks as being extra because of WIS-SIM.

#‘

Columns 1 and 2 of Table XLIV provide information on respondents’
perceptions of the ekXtent WIS-SIM's involvement in different tasks,
and column 4 provides the complementary information dn tasks nat
affected by WIS-SIM. Thirteen of the twenty-seven tasks weré noted
by more than Kalf the respondents as beingy affected by WIS-SIM
(found by tota&llng the percentages in cﬁ?ﬂmns 1 and 2). .Those tasks

,most, strongly perceived as being “affected by WIS-SIM were: A

y 1. Grouping Students for Instructional Purposes‘- task 11.

,2. Maintaining IPP - task 4.

- »

. 3. Maintaining UPP - task 3. " v
4. 1Identifying Individual Student Instructional Needs - task 1.~ —
e L8 ’ ) . »
I S5+ Updating Student Performance Information - task 24. . -
5 ‘ n - ~ - .
) . \ g . . .
I All other tasks were perceived by, more than 40 percent of respondents .
i ) . as not being affected by WIS- SI not as being extra because of WIS-SIM. Ce
Table XLV lists the tasks in ofi@r of magnitudg of perceived aﬁfect
) ‘by WIS-SIM. g KR h

< o Y-
.

’ Table XLIV. also reveals that proportionatelyJAew respondents
. . considered that WIS-SIM had completely replaced afmanual procedurd
S ) {column 1). Mggntainlng UPP's, maintaining IPP"s; and assessing
_ vstudeﬁt learning outcores were the orily tasks that were considered
~ by 25 percent or more of the respondents as involv1ng a complet Cw
) : - change to WIS-SIM procedures ‘Eight tasks were identified by
) deast’25 percent of McFarland respondénts as being completely
\‘giormed .by WIS-SIM procédures. ‘Thoreau respondents plaged six !
tasks in this category, and Northview respondents s0 placed four

.. tagks Barstow, which infrequently used the'system, and Jackson,
L. )’,/a/iew user of the system, placed no tasks in this category.

~
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. The information in column 2 of Tables XXXIX through .XLIV show
respondents' perceptions of those tasks; partially replaced by WIS-SIM
procedures. Seventeen tasks wefe‘perc‘ived by at least 25 percent
of respondents as being partially supgorfed by WIS-SIM. Nine tasks.
were perceived by at least 40 percent respondents as being partially
supported by WIS-SIM. ,[These data indica
for many school-related tasks. Diverse educatienal tasks such as’
~—= evadluating learning activities with respect to unit goals, assessing

the status of entering sthdents, repurting gtudent progress to parents,
maintaining permanent school records of stddents' progress, determin-
ing the rate of progréss.of‘ﬁndividual students, and determining
'students’ readiness for the next instructional step indicate that
the effects of WIS-SIM are being felt in a wide variety of educational
' activities. These effects are more evident when the results of ’
columns 1, 2, and:3 are considered jointly. ‘The\iorghuiew and
McFarland respondents perceived more tasks as being affected by
WIS-SIM than did Barstow (almost a non-user) or the newer users from
Jackson and Hernry David Thoreau. )

-The same tasks perceived by respondents as beirig most affected
« by WIS-SIM were aisq noted by most respondents as involving role
changes.) Table XLV- is a list of tasks rankgq in order.of those
, producipg most changes in roles as perceived by respondents. The
e . scfong correlation between ranks by effect of WIS-SIM and change in -
’ role is noticeable;, the Spearman Rank Order Correlation being .95,
 which'is sjgnificant at the :0901 level. T

o

Although three user schools used WIS-SIM in the management of ¥

only one instructioqal program, and although Barstow infrequently
used the system, it is éyident'from the data presented that WIS-SIM
is having a significant effect on a number of important educational .
tasks, as perceived by users. .
¢ The following two lists indicate those tasks that WIS-SIM
was expected to affect, and those tasks which WIS-SIM was not
expected to affect. Listed after each task is the percentage that
in each category at®least 50 percent of the teachers would respond
- in tﬁe‘anticipated direction. Such is the case in ZI of the 27
©  cases, with the remaining six cases being within 5 percent of the
- 50 percent goal. - a4 o - R ‘

*y

—_—
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. , A
Tasks Anticipated to be Affected by WIS-SIM .

’

o . N b Y .
. 1. ldtjtifying individdal student iﬁstruccional negds (69). .
. e . . . . .\J' .
* 2. Mgessing student learning outcomes (45).
® . ) BT i
) 3. Maintaining unig pertorpance profiles (70)?

‘e s . B '

&~

Mqﬁntaiiing individual bﬂrformance profiles (71).

: ' L .
6. Assessing attainment’ of unit goals (45).

(1

thd use of WIS-SIM procedures

¥

e
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TABLE XXXIX - ' ha . .
. SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIN. . ' )
v Vo B L ; MCFARLAND, SCHQOLS N = 16
’ Percentage Responses .
' 1975-1976 ‘
1 2 3 - 4 5 6
Complétely Partially ° Extra )
Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected ! Your Role Changed
Task ! WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM . Yes | Yo
+ ‘ . ’ 7 ‘ i .
1. Identifying individual ' © 44 56 0 0 75 19
' student instruction y X i . T - ‘
. needs 1T . *
. @ ' . ~
2. JAssessing student 12 . 5% 0 « 3i 56 - 44
learning.outcomes ’ »
: L a ' u
3. Haintaining unit 62 31 0.. 6 75 25
performance profiles . :
. \ - -
N N ?:r - . . J .
L. ?ﬁcaining individuat . 50 50 "0 0 87 | - 12
ofiles : < ' - ‘ . '
N . N
5. Comparing the status of ¢ 6 19 12 . . 62 25. 62
students in unit to ) . -
sci:p0l,  system or other ’ L
norms 1 . ‘ » - C o
6. Assnssing the attalnmev 19" . 50 . 0 A "’"23\ 50 L4
of uhit goals ’ ' S P )
N ~ ~r > n
. r 8 ’
7.0 Assessitig the attainment -~ 37 56 . =~0 6 . 69 31
of individual student. s 4 -
) goals - . l .
- ]
~ T T .
. : , \ | 31
(‘() P \ .
v / - - . . , 11
/ \ > * V




-

. - v
. . . \( —_ <
1 L2 3 4 (s 6 .
[ . = R . . / . ’
. . Completely Partially Extra
o L  Replaced- by |>Replaced by | Because of Not Affected | Your Role Changed
| Task - WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM - by WIS-SIM Yes No :
* , \}
. ] . e
8. TFormulating unit ° ’ 6 12, . 6 75 . 19 . 75
goals ‘ . |
- s *f i «
. . . 14 vl '.
9. Developing instructional 6 - 37 6 / 5/) ) 50" 50 -
objectives for each ' . .
child in the unit . « -t '
| 3 . ) < 3 N _1e
o \ r g — e B E—
} 10. Evaluating learning M 0 50 ©12 374 25 .. 75 .
‘detivities with respect - " - S ‘ _
to unit goals o ( ) ’ : ©
’ ] n L)
LY 11. Creuping 'student:'s for ) h 25 ’ 75 ° - . 0 - . O, . 69 [ 26 p
instructional purposes T ’ ’ . ' : 2 -
- ) 3 s ' % . . |
. .. v > C A S———— 5 - e -
i2. Co-.mse.ing s:udentsgf . ) . 31 6 56 31 56
avout their progress p) . g . ~ . |
! and future schooling Y . « : ‘ |
t i o . |
4 . . o . . - \ - ‘
13. Selecting appropriate 0 « . 12 . 0 . - 87 12 75 . |
materials, medig, and P N ) .
" supplies for instruction N ’ b | \ ‘ : -
e : . . ' - . . : N 0
[} N & -
4. Eveluating unit _ - R 12° 4- 19 6 56 19 62
cperation ) . S . . : .
2 23 ‘ : t - :
o - ¥ [ { .
15. Assessing the status of . 19 50 , ? 0.. 31 50° 44 '
! entering students*® - ' ' . ) 33




1 2 3 4 6
{ 3 .
f Completely Partially Extra "
Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
L Task . WIS+SIM WI3-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-S5IM Yes ! No
o =
i 16. Maiataining school's 6 ,mk 0 ' 87 6 81
: inventory of ’ ) ‘
i instructional materials . . .
7 - '
17. Reporting school's 19 44 6 & 19 50 31
progress to cen 'ra]_. ’ .
administrationﬁ
! © ' a r »
18. Reporting stwdent 12 ¢ 69 . 0 6 " 81 19 .
progress to parents v Y
‘ ~ .
19. Maintaining permanent ’ 12 56 6 19 75 25
' school rvecordg of
students' progress / i 3
20. Developjng daily 0 19 12 69 12° 75 -
teaching schedules '
. \ v . ’ _
§ ‘ . N . . ' ) S
21. Assessing students in 6 0 6 87 25 . 6 75
terms of their learning / i}
; c'naracte_ristics‘ <
. - B / -
22. - Ewgluating instructional 6 25 19 44 31 . 62
hy prograhs (e.g.,. SAPA, ' ) _
WDRSD, DMP) 3 N
- Q\ A v ’
23. Communicating student ' 6 ) 37 12 31 25 56 N
:  information to state . = 9;
agencies ‘ \°’ . - . A ) ’

.94 |




-~ 7’-_/ ' ‘
" ® 1 2 3 4" s 6

[ . ! - . - 1

L LCompletely Partially Extra . !

' ' : " ["Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Wot Affected Your Role Changed

Do Task - ) * WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM”{ by WIS-SIM Yes ° o

— - . an § ,

) ‘ . ~

| &4. Updating student N 44 56 . 0 0 81 19

: * perforrance infcrmation < . '

.. ) . g ~ =

; 25. Marking or scoring 6 - 6 6 81 ) 6 J 81

; tests . . -

-

. 26. Determining rate of 37 - 44 6 12 56 44
"pregress of individual ) * i
students ’ " .

S o ‘ ~

- 27. Determining students' 44 56 - 0 0 81 19
readiness for the next . .
instructionalistep '

‘ R . . ! o
«
. M A R Y
) ' S
Fal - Iy
- “ . L % -
: -
\

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' .. . - TABLE XL N :

7f‘scnoOL TASKS/'A{»FFECTED BY WIS-SIM

~

’ \ !’ . \J‘{:CksloN SC%Q{: ' 'N - 12 ‘ \ b =
s P - Per.g'é‘%ta&e Responses ' .
ry ’ < - P
. . : / :1975-197% ; b
_ ‘ K 2 3 4 5 6
\ . ! . .
! ‘ Completely Partially I Extra ° -
4 Replaced by | Replaced by Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
- ,  Task ) WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes No
AT p
. 3 ";r .
1. Identifying individual 1/ 17 0 83 0 8 92
.~ .student instructional ! )
reeds * / o -
: . / i ) : L :
! 2. Assessing student . O-x.,, Y 0 83, 8 92 ¢/
I learning outcomes , / ‘ ' . ' ’
' . . .iA lA‘/ B. - . -
7 [ /i'l & \ .
3. Maintaining unit ) / ‘ 0.. 25 58 17 < 33
p,erformancie profiles AL , y .
] R . . ) ;
< .. . '//I -
‘4. Maintaining individual ji?,é' /.8 17 42 33 58 [ 42
profiles Y ¢ / . )
‘s, Comparing the status of s / /0 8 0 92 0 100
students in unit §o . / . .
school, system or other . , . .
norms ‘ ) ) N
- ' o v
6.  Assessing the attainment , 0 8 0 92' 8 92
s -, of unit goals B » b ‘
iy B S /
7. Assessing the 'fzt;tainme;.‘nt N 0 8 0 92 —t 8 ‘92
of individual student/ . - / ‘ .o
goals | / I
. < : .

"918 - : ]

v

69
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‘ 1 . 2 4 5 6
' Completely Partially Extra .
X Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of { Not Affected tYour Role Changed

! Task | WIS-SIM “WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM || Yes - No

8. Tormulating unit , 0 8 8 83 0 190
. goals .

! 9. Developing instructional 0 17 33 50 0 100-
objectives for .each N . )
child in the ynit @

i . . <

1J.  Evaluating learning . 0 8- 0 83 0 100~
‘activities with respect . -
to unit goals ' .

” N

11. Grouping studemts for 0 33 y 33 33 17 83
instructional purposes / {

/ * s
AN ,

12. Coupseling students 0 0 8. 92 8 92
about their progress . A
and future schooling - . ~ - :

X« \ . ‘. \
.’.‘ \j -

13. Selecting appropriate .0 8 0 92 8, 92
miterials, media, and } ’ .
supplies for instruction ) ‘ 3

- N ‘

14, Evaluating unit 0 17 0 83 - 8 92
dperation ,

\ 1

15. ,Assessing the status of 0 © 25 v 0 ( 75 17 83

entering students ; .

0L




1
Completely

2

N

3

Task

16. Maintaining school's °

inventory of

7 WIS-SIM

Replaced by

.0 ) 0

Partially.
Repldégd by
WiS-SIM

Extra
Because of

WIS-SIM by WIS-SI

o

Not Affethd

Your Role Changéd

Yes ¥ No

instryuctional materiidls

4
§

17. Reporting school's

progress to central

' 100

0 - 100

. administration

18. Reporting student

progress to parents

92

8 92 »

/ . -
19. MainQaining permanent

l—-\f_"\

75

g 92

School records of
studeng€' progress
e’

Deeloping daily
teaching schedules

.20.

/»17

L
’ a

A
21. Assessing stwdents in

: - .

92

terms of their learning
characteristics

22:

Evaluating instructional
programs (e.g., SAPA,

83

92"

. WDRSD, DMP)

U

23, Communicating student

information to state
agencies

17

92

[KC 104

-
T Py E10

92

100

| ¥4

103




1

T

|

2 -3 4 - 5 6 .
| ’ s Complegely Partially Extra , Cos
! , "Replaced by | Replaced bys | Becausé of | Not Affeéted | Your Role Changed
; Task WIS-ST™M WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes No
x r -

i ; -
24. Updating student 0 17 . 42 42 »50 - 50
- performance information A .
25. Marking or scoring y 0 8 0 92 8 92,
tests - ' - ®
] ' N
| 26. Deterhining rate of ¢ O > .8 0 ‘92 8 %%
progress of individual b 3 «
students R . N
27. Determining students' 0 o1 0 83 - I 92
readiness for the neig (‘ ’ .
instructional step - \
L 4 h N
, L _
- ¢ - © \ _5
H , . )
, )
/ v
. s L
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- JABLE XLI
. . i ) .
. SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIM
» . . ' . N =
. ‘ BARSTOW(SCHOOL =3
'  Percentdwe Responses .
| T 1975-1976 ) '
/ . 1 2 3. 4 .5 6
: i
( , Completely Partially Extra . - |
. Replaced by Replaced by ,!| Because of | Not Affected Your Role Changed
- ' Task . ] WIS-SIM WIS-SIM NIS:SIM by WI_S-SIM . Yes No
1. 1Identifving inrdividual 0. 80 0 .‘ 20 ) 0 \ 100
student instructionqlo . . ) ) } - i
needs ) p) -
. ’\ ° :
2. Assessing student 0 60. 0 40 0 100
learning outcomes * ‘
o v g ‘ % R
3. Maintairing unit o, 0 80 0 20 0 100
performance profiles y S
4. Maintaining individtal 0’ 80 } 0o 20. 0 100
profiles .3 . ’ . N
5. Comparing the status of , o i i 40 "0 60 -9 160 i
students in unit to ' . .
school, system or other N ’
norms ) o
6. -Assessing the attainment : 0 40 . g 60 “0™ . 100
of unit goals . e .
-~ l : - ! +
. o . .
7. Assessing the attainment 0 40- 0 60 0 100
of individual student &‘ ,
goals o, / » . .
e ’105 N . ﬁJ ’




v - 1 2 - 3 4 5 ‘6
P Compietely _Partially | Extta : X
o ~> Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed i, -
Test o WIS-SIM - WIS-8IM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM~ Yes i No
- : ’ ' E
8. Formulating ugit 0 40 0\ 60 0~ 100 '
. goals ‘
L o
9. Develioping instructional 0, ' 20 .0 . 80 0 100
objectives. for each ‘ -
¢nild in the unit
w .
10. Evaluating learning. 0 20 i 0 80 0 1100
©  activities with reSpect . ) . \
20 unit geals . . !
. e \
1l. Grouping students for 0 80 0 - 20 0 100
instructional purposes 7
12. Counseling students 0 20 0 ) 80 0 100
about their progress :
and future schooling -
13. Selecting appropriate 0 0 0 100 20 80
. materials, media,and . '
- supplies' for instruction - .
14. Evaluating unit 0 80° ¥ 0 20 0 100
.
operatior s . "
N . .
15. Assessing the status of 0 20 0 80 0 100
v.';J entering students v . ) o i lbg
] hd [}
l 13
v .
- ' ¥
-~
' S ~ ‘~/i, \J . e
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b

. 1 2 4 5 6
. Completely Partially Extra ‘o ,
’ Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not: Affected | Your Role Changed
Task’ WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM. | by WIS-SIM . Yes No ‘

-16. Maintaining school's. 0 20 0 80 0 100
inventory of '
instructional materials .

17. Reporting school's o 20 o . . 80 0 100
progress to central . ‘
administrﬁtion

18. Reporting student 0 60 0 40wer 20 80

' progress to parﬁpts —_ '
y - ’ .

19. Maintdining permanent ¢ 0 80 . 0 20 0 100
school records of . ‘ ’ \\\ : ‘

' R . H .
students' progress . . : .

20. Developihg daily 0 0 0 100 0 100
teaching sthedules : ‘

1 - " : ‘:! °

21 Assessing students in 0 0 0 100 + 0 100 A4
terms of .their learning ’
charactefistics n y
. ? . .

22. Evaluating instructional . 0 _ 40 .0 60 0 100 .5
programs (e.g., SAPA, ’ . PG
WDRSD, DMP) ‘ .

23. Communicatihg student - . "0 20 0 80 0 100 o
information to state : ’ . . '
agencies, ) )

111




N 1. 2 4 S 6
" . Completely Partialiy Extra °
. ) ) ) ’ Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
. Task : - WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-5IM by WIS-SIM \{ési‘ No
A\ " ¢ ) , ) t
24. Updatingy studen 0 60 20 20, 20 -80
performance informaticn '
f 1‘ — |
25. Marking or dcoring | "0y 0 0o 100 0 100
testy ] ™ L/ ¢ .
IS i - yd s * -
. ? ' t
26. Determining/ rate of Y 0 - 60 0 . 40 0 100
prpgti‘\ess o?’ individual | - s/ W
g st?dfnts P J . 5 " .
‘~: ' ‘) ’ id N ' -
27. Determining students' / /O/ 60 0 40 .- 0 100
readiness for, the next o ’
insfructiocnal step, ) ¢ )

BTN

97




» i o

i)

‘ TABLE XLII
SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIM >
o T : NORTHVIEW SCHOOL N=l2 C :
' Percentage Responses ‘
/ Y. . .
. / . 1975-1976 . :
‘ 1 2 3 4 S 6
Completely Partially * Extra ‘
. Replaced by Replaced by Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
) Task x WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM [ Yes, No
1. Identifying individual | 33 s 58 Y 0o - 0 . so 1 33
. student instructional . ' Jd o0
s needs , .
’ \ ° 1
) . N ;
2. Assessing student 8 42 17 25 2 42
learning outcomes . \
&
4 Q N \ O
Y Maintaining unif 42 50 : 0 : 0 50 .33
performance profiles : K ) R
*4. Maintaining individual ' 42 , 50 : 0 0 ) 42 42
profiles - /‘ . - . ' .
< ! AN -
5. Comparing the status of J _ 8 17 \ 0 ) 17 0 58
gtuden‘ts in unit to ) ' 7 ' .
schpol, system or other
norms " T ys )
6. Assessing the attainment " 8 42 ; 0 . 25° 25 58
of unit goals . : i ) ’ )
%, ‘ )
Rl . g > ny i ' N
7. Assessing thé attainment . 17 ’ 50 o - 25 - 50 33
7 of individual student : B ‘ - N
< . . N “ . -
goals : ) . ( °

LL

CpRicIlE o S 113

T , 5 R



’ ©
—_— l\ ‘ - 2 3 4 5 . 6 i
i " Completely Partially Extra A . l
Replaced by Replaced by | ‘Because of | Not Affected «_Your Role Changed
? XTask ~ WIS-SIM "WISESIM WIS-SIM by sWIS-SIM Yes \ No
| , . SN IR &
i 8. Formulating unit 17 25 . 0. 33 - -~ 25 “58-, ‘°°
i ‘goals ’ ‘ . R . T . .
’ »
T ) . "
i 9. Develeping instructional 8 - 50 ' 0 17 . 25 58
objectives for each . X
"+ child in’ the unit -
+t 10. Evaluating learning. -i 8 “50' ""\‘ \ O/ . 17 25 - 58
| activities with ‘respect ) . ' o
| to unit goals ' .
N . .
. ’ - ®
11. Grouping students for 17 50 8“ 0o - 50 33
-instructional purposesy b . - TN -
4 i ’ ) . N
| 12. counsdling students | 0 o | - 0 . 33 0 50
about their progress . } )
and future schooling . ° ' v
. A ‘ }
13. Selecting appropriate -0 8 -0 58 0 75
materials, media, and ' /
. supplies for dnstruction ‘
1l4. Evaluating unit 0 17 o “ 25 0 50
- operatioén ; ; .
15. Assessing the status of 0 42 . .“ 17 8 17 58 17
entering students .-
ILS & . o D




\ w. k4 L} »
~—
’ 1 2~ 3 4 , 5 6
n- . - . T ‘ > L
’ Completely Partially Extra . ,
Replaced by ! Replaced by | Because of | Not Affiected | Your Rple Changed
, » Task WIS-SIM WIS-SIM « WIS-SIMY by WIS=SIM . Yes " ““No-
16. Maintafning school's 0 8 _0 42 \ 0 75
inventory of . ) 'S
instructional materials b . i :
. iad -k
e g
| 17. Reporting school's .17 0 0o -, 17 8 42
progress to central o
administration . _— t
~y —
18. Reporting student 0, 50 8 - 8. 17 42
progress to parents B >
19. Maintaining permanent 25 33 17 8 50 33
school records of ’ -t
students' progress
uds Ve . ,
A . ' R N U
i 20. Developing daily 0 8 0 42 0 58
teaching schedules \ ,
21. }\ssessing students in 0 8 0 42‘ 0 58
L terms of their learning
characteristics ‘,
22. Evaluating instructional 0 :17 8 » 17 * 0 . 58
programs ‘(e.g. » SAPA, ~
WDRSD, DMP)
. AN > u =
23. Communicating student 0. .0 ©, 0 25 " 42
infornation to state )
agencies ) ) ,

118

119
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s . ° K LN
| 1 . 9 3 4 5 6
. ' Completely 1. Partially Extra N ,
o . ¢ -Replaced by | Replaced by | ‘Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Charged
Task _ : . WIS-STM _WIS-SIM WIS-SIM | by WIS-SIM Yes | - Naw
| ’ ' Bl ' . N 4 o
! 24. .Updating student : . 0 58 17 0 .50~} 25 o«
b performance information® , 7 - ' L .. e .
' \ “ s N . | ) j% . > -
i 25. DMz¥#king or scoring’ ) 0 0 17 - - 50 17 58
i tests R ’ ‘ : . . - 1
[N
'} 26." Determining rate of Y .8 -, .33 8 . 17 ... |, 17 | %2 -
Lo progress of individual v ' . . ’
' students ' _ & ~&
"t 2 'y 1 . . . 4
s ' ! ‘ )
,27. Determining students™ - ] 8 50 17 . .8 . 42 Y42
W | readdiness for the next . o ‘ . ,
. : _instructional step
. - e A
a . , . »
-~ ™ -
. . - . ]
-I - ’ /
LN
o ! y v
« ~ ‘v - o~~~ ’:. .
- >
< & ‘ L . ) ®

. S 3 * ’ )
L 120 p . K . . - . %«v
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TABLE XLITI ‘
SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIM
. HENRY DAVID THOREAU SCHOOL

Percentage Responses e~

« "

1975-1976
1 2 . L5 _—%
_'Completely Partially Extra -

Replaced by Replacgd‘bx Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task , WIS-SIM WIS-SIM. WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes | Yo
Identifying individaal 1oL ) ~“7‘"'/0 46 ‘
student instructional '

" needs . | . ) %é\

Assessing student.
learning outcomes

—
Maintaining unit
performance profiles

Maintaining individual '
" profiles.

'

|

!

|
i

5% Comparing the status of
students in unit to

sclpol, system or other
normns '

!
[
|
i

Assessipg the attainment
of unit goals

Assessing the attainment
of individual student
goals

FRICT 122

IToxt Provided by ERI




-

I

1 .20 3 4 5 5
: Completely Partially Extra C N ‘
¢ + Replaced by | Replaced by | -BecauSe 0}' Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task T WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM * by WIS-SIM Yes No
. ) . )
8. Formulating unit 0 & 54 0 15 15 62 >
goals .
p) . .
) R
9. Developing instructional 0 31 0 46 8 - 69
~objectives for each - 4
chjld .in the ‘unit ‘
s ) .
10. Evaluating learning . 8 31 0 38 8 69
activities with regfect T
to unit goals ¢ . ’
11. Grouping -students for - 54 , 46 0 0 54 46 {
instructional purposes .
i : : o —+
12. Counseling students 0 23, 0 46 8 69
about their progress '
and future schooling .’
13. Selectifig-appropriate . 0 8 0 77 0 92
materials, media, and '
. supplies for instruction ¥ ( " -
4\\ A3
‘ ' -
14, Evaluating unit 0 31 0 46 8 69
operation ) . *
15. Assessing the status of .8 S4 8 31 } 46" 54 . 5
. entering students N ¢ .
i / )

Tk




1 2 3- 4 5
. . . A :
» . Completely Partially Extra o
. . t Replaced by | ‘Replaced by Because of Not Affected Your Role Changed
Taski\\\ WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIm by WIS-SIm Yes | No .-
. ) ’ v : IS . ' ‘.
16. Maintaining school's 0 8 0 92 0 100
inventory of - ’ -
instructional materials

v ¢ !

17. Reporting school's 8 23 0 38 15 54
progress to central - . b '
admindstration . i

18. Reporting student 38 723 ) 38 23 \ 77
progress to parents . > oL

’ L ./’

19. Maintaining permanent ' 31 54 g 0 0 5% 38
school records of ’ .
students' progress ’

2 T -

20. Developing daily 4 .0 8 - 0 69 -0 7,
teaching schedulis/‘ 4 ) : NI

: AN - N D)

21. Ass&hsing studer‘ltg’in ' "0 23 ¢ 0 Yoot |, 8¢ " 62
terms of their learning - ' ) ' . -
characteristics v ‘ > .

i 4 ' N . ) .

22. Ebaluabing instructional 0 0 : 0 85 \ 0 I " 92 ’
programs (e.g.; SAPA,= . . ; L'

WDRSD, DMP) - ’

23. ' Communicating student .0 .15 0 46 - ’ 8 62 fﬁ
information to state '

. agencies 1 b , ©

< “ ! [N

. R

126

127

Yo
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19

1 .2 3 4 5 6
. Completely Partially | Extra . ; X )
3 Replaced by | Replaced by ! Because of | Not Affected | jour Role Changed
i Task WIS-SIM WIS-SIM " WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes f Ne
I T - - : e
24. Updating student 62 123 0 0 85 8
rerformance informatiqn " -
! ,
25. Marking or scoring 0 15 0 85 15 85
) tests .
25. Determining rate of 0_ 54 0 46 8 92
progress of individual , .
k students . # «
f fr
‘ .. w '
27. Determining students' 0 54 0 47 15 85
readiness for the next : ;
instructidnal step . ‘ !
i {
L '
, .
Iy { ° h ] s
1} ) * r ™ ¢
J .
I -
¢ - -
T B 129
2
- * / o !
S~ \\

98
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TABLE XLIV . "

SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIM

ALL SCHOOLS | N= 55 .
. 1975 - 1976 i :
) 1 . 2 3 4 5 6
R Completely Partially Extra -
) “ Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not ffected | Your Role Chanzed
\ Task - WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes I Yo
A L : |

1.\ Identifying {ndividual 25 44 ) 4 20 (5) 45 (6) 49
student instructional 3 ‘ ) '
necds . . ’

) » “ b )

2. Asscssing student - 7 © 38 4 40 (10) 40 (7) 55
learniag outcomes . - :

o ' é !g D

3. Maintaining unit 35 ‘35 13 7 (1) 62 (2) 35
perfornance proiiles ¥

. . B R
4. Maintaining individual - v 31 40 © 9 9 (3) 62 (3) 33
. profiles , . . % \ . -

5. Comparing ‘the status of 5 20 4 56 (21) 13.(18) | 73
students in unit to . " .
school, system or other . ’

,Torms » «
— - -
6. Assessing e attainment 7 * 38 4§£2 47 (15) 2? (12) 69
of unit goals ¢ . ’ .
- - ' ’ b ' t;,

7.. Assessing the attainment 16 40 0 .42 (13) 36 (90) 60
of individual -student s

o goals ‘ ) ) i . §
1an = 1 -
Lol
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1

’

a

. 2 '3 4 5 6 -
li
5 Completely Partially Extra ' LT
‘e Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affectefi Your Role Changed
Task WIS-SIM.' WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS=SIM Yes No
T 3
Formulating unit . 5 /J 27 4 56 (29) 15 (16) 80
goals : . . o
Y * i / ’
N T 7 N
. . [
Developing instructional’ 4 35 9 47 (64) 4 . | 22 (15) 75
objectives for each , \‘ZZE: <
child in the unit “ S - o .
- v o X Ei——
Evaluating learning 4 36 4 49 (16) 15 (1.7). 82,
activities with respect - o . . '
© to unit goals } Ty
Grouping students for 24 . 53 9 9 (2) 47 (51 W7
instructional purposes
Counseling spuden.ts' 2 16 4 62 (22) 13 (19) 73.. "
about their progress e
and future schooling 2
. ] :
Selecting appropriate 0 9 0 80 (26) .5 (26) 82
materials, media, and ~ )
supplies for *“instruction ’ N ¥
\ -
Evaluating unit 4 27 2 53 (17) 9 23)| 75
operation - | : ‘
, J T i / ’
Assessing the status of 7 44 5 36 (9) - 33 (11) 60 ]Z\,B ’
entering students _—

L]




b ]:
=

IToxt Provided by ERI

2

X Task

Completely
Replaced by
WIS-SIM

Partially
Replaced by
WIS-SIM

Extra
Because of
WIS-SIM

Not Affected
by WIS-SIM

-

Your Role Chaggld

Yes \;

No ,

' L3

@ '
Maintaining school's
inventory of
instructional materials

5

80 (27)

2‘(%7)

£

\‘-ﬁg

Ry

~

Reporting school's
progress to central

administration )

40 (11)

22 +(14)

55

.

18.

»

Reporting| studerit

progress to paren{s
¥

}»55

Maintaining permanent
school records of
students' progress

Develcping aaily
teaching schedules

'l

Assessing studerits in
terms of their learning
characteristics

4

™

{
Evaluating instructional
programs (e.g., SAPA,
WDRSD, DMP)

B

11 (26;

L

]

Cémmunicating student
information to state
agencies,

53 (18)

Sc 184




1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Partially Extra ) ®
‘ Replaced.by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes - + No
24. Updating student 22 44 15 11 (4) 62 (1) 31
performance information
25. MYarkirg or scoring 2 7 5 78 (25) 11 (21) 80
€sts -
26. Determining rate of 13 35 4 42 (13) 24 (13) &7
progress of individual
students . >
| 27. Determining students' 15 ; 44 4 35 (8) 38 (8) 58_
readiness for the next
‘instructignal step
‘ - 5
N _ = N
L)
L </
L] L’"

88




TABLE XLV

RANK ORDER OF TASKS AND ROLES AFFECTED BV 'WIS- SIM 1975 76

=
= o
(9 ]
| >
=1 2] Falin
ord = L U
oz O
T w T W
0 Q % TR
X £ .0 oA
= s o
@ U g QW
o0 4 0 .C
o 3
0w = v 0
X o0 VAT
[/ B e BT w oA
@ A U § M O
~ O o =~ QW
) 1 4 5 Grouping Students’ EQE Instructional Purposes
2 2 [ Majntaining IPP
. 3 2 Maintaining UPP
4 6 Identifying Individual Student Instructional Needs
5 2 Updating Student Performance Information
6 8 Determining Students' Readiness for the Next Instructional Step
7.5 4 Maintaining Permanept School Records of Students' Progress
7.5 9.5 Assessing the Attainmént of Individual Student Goals .
9 9.5 Reporting Student Progress to Parents .
10 11 Assessing the Status of Entering Students -
11 13 Determining Rate of Progress of Individual Students
12.5 7 Assessing Student Ledrning Outcomes
12.5 12 Assessing' the Attainment of Unit Goals
14 16.5 Formulating Unit Goals )
15 16.5 Evaluating Learning Activities With Respect to Unit Goals
16 14.5 Developing Instructional Objectives for Each Child in the Unit
17.5 14.5 Reporting School's Progress to Central Administration
+17.5 22.5 Evaluating Unit Operations
19 18.5 Compé{i&gﬂqzae Status of Students in Unit to School, System,
or Other ms .
20 20.5 Evaluating Instructional Programs
21.5 22.5 Communicating Student Information to State Agencies
21.5 18.5={, Counseling Students About Their Progress and Future Schooling
23 - 25 Assessing Students in Terms of Their Learning Characteristics
24 25 Developing Daily Teaching Schedules
25.5 20.5 Marking or Scoring Tests . .,
25.5 25 Selecting Appropriate Materials, Media, and Supplies for “‘
-Instruction . ///
27 - 27 Maintaining School's Inventory of Instructional Materials
g

( : | /
» B " -

Y



Assessing attainmegt of ;ndividual student goals (56).
Grouping students ror instructional purposes (77).
Assesging status of entering students (Sf).

Reporting student progress to parents (54).

>

Maintaining permanent' school records of students' progress

(56).

\N_™ .
Updating student performance information (66).

Determining rate of progress of individual students (48).

petermining students' readiness for the next instructional
step ‘(59)." = v .
y .

s

Tasks Anticipated Not to be Substantially Affectéd by WIS-SIM

- 5. Comparing the status of students in unit to school, system,
or other norms (56).

Formulating unit goals (56). -

- .

Developing instructional ijectives for each child in the
unit (47).

Evaluating learning activities with respect to unit goals
(49). -

Counseling students about their progress and future schooling
(62). -

.
*

Selecting appropriate materials, media, and supplies for
instruction (80). .

Evaluating unit operations (53).
Maintaining school's inventory of instructional materiqls
(80). :

B

Reporting school's progress to'central administration (40).
.o Developing daily teaching schedules (73).7

Assessing students in terms of their learning characteristics

a3 ,

7,

Evaluating instructional programs (58).
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23. Communicating student information to state .agencies (53L\
25. Marking 'or scoring tests (78).

A dgsign goal was that the system would not create extra
tasks for teachers. The low percentage of teachers responding that
tasks were extra because of WIS-SIM suggests that this design goal
was achieved. An additional observation may be made concerning the.
relationship between extent of system use and the number of tasks
affected by WIS-SIM. High usage schools report more expected tasks
as being replaced by WIS-SIM than do low. usage schools and, conversely,
high usage schools report-fewer tasks as being extra because of
- © WIS-SIM. ' f :

C . Analysis of the 1976-77 Survey

Tables summarizing school tasks perceived to be affected by’
McFarland teachers and Thoreau teachers are summarized in‘Tables
¥LIX and L. A composite of these summaries is presented in Table LI. P)
A As indicated in column 3 of Table LI, only one task, "Comparing the
status of students in unit to school, system, or other norm", task
3, was considered by 10 percent or more of the respondents from the
user schools as being extra because of WIS-SIM. This response is
not considered significant, as it represents only one of the six '
respondents from Henry David Thoreau. A total of nine of the 27 :
N : tasks were considered as new in the cumulative survey, but these
. tasks reflect the response from only one of the total 21 respondents.
Since McFarland is in its third consecutive year of WIS-SIM usage
//J and Thoreau is in its second consecutive year of usage, it is not -
surprising that only a‘few tasks were comsidered extra, by*qn{y a
few of the staff members surveyed. -
Thése tasks considered replaced eithex completely or partially
by WIS-SIM are addressed in, columns 'l and 2 of Tables XLVI through .
SLVIII. Column 4 refers to those tasks not affected By,usage ofs
¥ WIS-SIM. All of the 27 tasks in the 1977 survey were considered by )
some percentage of the respondents as being#either completely or )
partially replaced by WIS-SIM. Likewise; some percentage of the
respondents considered all 27 tasks as not being atfected by WIS-SIM. ‘o
In both cases, however, the response may reflect the perception of
only one individual.- The tasks perceived by.more than half of the
respondents as being completely or partially replaced by WIS-SIM are:

1. Identifying individual student instructional feeds (1).

)
2. Assessing student learning outcomes (2).
3. Maintaining unit performance profiles (3).
' 4, Mainpainézg/individual profiles (4). ) U *

® . . 5. Assessing attainment of unit goals (6).

? - Q ‘ 1-4()
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. TABLE XLVI
) ' . SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIM . ,
MCFARLAND SCHOOLS N = 15
. Percentage Responses )
1976-1977 ©
* \O
_ . : 1 2 . *3 4 S 6 ™
‘ = Completely Partially <Extra . . ‘
! Repilaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Chanzed
Task. WIS-SIM WIS-SIN WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM [N Yes [ Yo
1. Icentilying individual
student instructional - _ :
needs 0 100 0 0 67 33
. R
2. Assoessing student
learning outcones 0 53 7 40 40 ¢ 60
3. Maiataining unit , . R L. ‘
performance profiles 73 20 S 7 0 93 7.
4. Maintaining individual . RN
profiles. : v47 53 0 Q 0 " 87 13 %"
© 5. 'Co%paring* fhe status -of ’
students in unit to - , . "
. szﬁool, system or other y3 40 - 7 40 53 ‘ Z,‘f .
norms . < .
., 6. Assessing the attainment
of unit goals . 7 67 7 20 60 40 -
. - \ .
» ~ 4
lli- Assessing the attainment 11
* of individual student 0 67 ! Q 33 47 53
o goals iy ,




1 . 2’ 3 b) 6
v QompLetély ) Partially " Extra .
_Replaced by eplaced by | Becalse of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task: WIS-SIM WIS-SIM _ WIS-SIM |, by WIS-SIM Yes No
8. Férmuléting unit . - .
goals 13 47 7 33 53 47
9. Developing 1nstruct16n§l
’ objectwes for each . S
child in the Unit 0 753 0 47 40 60
10. Evaluating learning .
activities with respect . ’
to unit goals 0 60 7 33 40 60 -
. . X ¢
"11. Grouping students for . _
in%tructjonal purposes 0 100 0 0 60" 40
12. Counseling students ‘ '
about their progress
. and future schooling o ° 40 - 0 53 . 20 73
13. Selecting appropriate -
materials, media, and ‘ .
~  supplies for instruétion o 7 0 93 0 100
l4. Evaluating unit . .f‘ , .
operation 0 60 0- 40 40t 60
15. Assessing the status of . .
. entering students 0 60 7 27 33 60
el 5 n
~ L
7 S

£6

\‘1(,1"43 ' . . ‘- a' . )
mic 9. S s




_ 1 2 - 3 4 5 6
Completely Partially . Extra ’ X !
- . Replaced by | Replaced byt Because of [ Not Affected | Your 'Role Changed
Task " WIS-SIM WIS-SIM " WIS~SIM by WIS-SIM Yes No
. . " -
16. Maintaining school's™ ' 3
' inventory of , : .
instructional materials 0 77 0 87 0 93
/ - o
17. RepQrting school's
progress to centrgl ./ . » T
admnx/uatlon 0 40 0 - 33 27 47
) - - “ »
18. FKReporting student ) )
. progress to parents 13 | 60 7 20 67 33
. - »
. , . 'Q - ¢
19. -Maintaining permanent . R, )
*  school records of » - . '
‘students' progress | ‘ 33 67 .0 0 \6\7 33
20. Developing daily | ] . . B i
teaching’ scifedules — | % 0 33 0 67. .27 60
° R > N / . , o .
. v T, N .
21, Assessing students An ® . . \ H
terms of their learning . . N . '
characterisﬁ‘% M N % 0~ + 20 0 73, 7 80
My T ’ ‘o e o <
% o ’ g } )
22. Evaluating’ instrucx:ional, SR ] g ‘ . ~ ’
programs (e.g., SAPA s bl 6 - ' ' s
WDRSD, DMP) BEX L 41'3 s . ‘47 0 \ 27 47 33
# ch hd -\ L z
23. Communicating student R ) llig
1.A r information to state kY 4 T IS : . .
2V gencies ] o o0 ‘87, 7 -0 33 7 33
0 Lot
T 4 4 ] -
* [ - R kg .




\

1 2 3 4 S L6,
' Completely Partially Extra '
_ Replaced by | Replaced by “ Because of//N}&\Affecced / Your Role Changed
- Task WIS-SIM . WIS-SIM WIS-SIM |. by WIS-SIM Yes ’ No -
24, " Updating student . .
~ performance Arnformation 33 53 0 20 67 33.
25. Marking or scoring . . ©
tests 7 27 0 67 33 67
- \
26. Determining rate of - .
progress of individual
students 27 47 0 27 -t .0 67 . 33
27. Determining students' g
readiness for the next . F‘i , ,
instructional step 20 T(]\ 6 7 7 3R 27
: A

-




" TABLE XBVIT °
SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIM . .-

HENRY DAVID THOREAU
Percentage ‘Responses

[

! H

‘ . . 1976-1977
-~ N . O
1 2. 3 4 5 6 o
_Complefely Partially Extra- . - ; |
- Repraced by | Replaced by | Because of Not 'Affected | Your Role Chanzed o
Task. . WIS-SIM WIS-SIM - WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes No o
1. IYdentifying individual -
.student instructioral i ¢
needs . ) 17 67 0 17 50 50
B -~ ' ) N ‘
2., Assessing studant ) . ’ |
lcarning outcomes 0 67 0 33 17 L 83 ‘
. N . &
3. Maintaining unit J r - \
perforrance profiles 33 ° 50 0 17 33 67, |
e . : . N 4 - s
4. " Maintaining individual : .
profiles . 33 50 0 17 33 67 ’
S. Cecnparing the status of - . -
Students in unit to g
school, system or other ) R . . ’
. horms - ’ 0 33 . 17. , 50 0 100 -‘
6. Assessing the attainment: . " i < : . |
of.unit goals ' 0 50 0 33 0 "8y .
. i 4
4 7+ Assecssing the attainment ’ — }" ads
2Y  of 'individual student L , - , , . D‘
X goals ' . ] 17 33 0 67 0o - 83 | ‘
Y ® ) - . ) * .Y
L v - ? . !
. |




\ 2 * .
# t
1 2 3 4 5 6
T T Completely | Partially Extra P
“Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes No |
8. Fornulating unit ) > : .
. goals’ . 0 33 0 67 0 67
— --9,... Developding instructional .. . _. L. ... e o . N
objectives for each -
child in the unit - 50 33 0 67 0 67
; — ‘ *
10. Evaluating learning (/\
activities with respect .
. to unit goals s 0 17 0 67 0 83
Y —t
11. Grouping students for - N , -
instructdional purposes 17 67 0 17- 17 83
. { &
12. Counseling students
about their progress
and re schooling 17 17 0 67 - 17 §3
13. Selecting apagbpriété
materials, media, and .
supplies for instruction 0 17 N 0 83 17 67
’ ] " + o
14, Evaluating unit ¢
operation 0 33. 0 - 50 0 83
15. Assessing the status of a : : . . ©
entering students - - © o 0 17 0 67 17 67 ~
-

e

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely _Partially |° Extra B A
. Replaced 'by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task WIS-SIM WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by ‘WIS~SIM . Yes No
16. Maintaining school's ; ®
+ 1inventory of
instructional materials 0 0 0 83 0 83
17. Reporting school's Tl o I N R |
progress to central ' '
administration 0 33 -0 50 17 67
18. Reporting student ) J,- * ‘
progress to parents 0 50 _ 0 33 17 67
19. Maintaining permanent :
+ school records of ) . “
students' progress 0 S0 ® o .33 0 83
y * (7 :
20. Developing daily /////' - 7
teaching schedules 0 . 0 0 83" 0 83 ]
L ' N
21. Assessing students in
. terms of their learning B .
characteristics 0 & 0 0 83 0 83
. 4
'22. Evaluating instructional
programs (e.g., SAPA,
WDRSD, DMP) . 0 17 . 0 67 0, ,83
‘ »
23, Communicating student ) ' A
- information to state ‘ . -15;4
()\) agencies , A 0 0 0 67} 0 67
N ‘ ” - t




/ v . ')
T 1 2 3 4 5 6
I i Completely -Pai“t:iarllﬁ]:y; " Extra o )
. Réplaced by |- Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task | WIS-SIM WIS-SIM, | .WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes ~ No
, .
24, Updating student ‘
petformance information 0 67 0 17 17 67
4 a
‘ t
254 MBXKING OF . SCOLING e coroee eeie ok e e e e e e R S
tests 0 » 17 0 67 17 67
. “ ,
.26. Determining rate of »
rogress of individual ~
ztugents o 17 0 50 17 83
27. Determining students’ -
readiness for the next
instructional step 0 0 0 67 17 83
\
\ -
S
‘% ™ 1 2 " B -
- . ) P .
i \Y
< ) ®
/
s .
R . , |
\ ' i < .
x : e
. . 0
r/ N

B




TABLE XLVIIL

|
SCHOOL TASKS AFFECTED BY WIS-SIM N =21 N
S ALL SCHOOLS
- . \ |
. Percentage Responses . ‘
1976-1977 - |
. ’ H |
1. 2 3 4 S5 6 S |
. Completely Partially Extra’ S |
Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Chanzed
Task’ WIS-SIM WIS-SINM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM Yes No |
- » Y -
l.« Identif{ying individual P
‘ student instructional .
nceds 5 90 0 5 62 38
a . ) —
2. Assessing student ' R .
lecarning outcomes 0 57 ) 38 33 67
. . :
S . -8
3. Maintaining unit _ . ) \
performance profiles 52 29 | ‘5. 5 76 24
4. Maintaining individual . . . & Lo |
profiles : - 743 52 - 0 5 71 29
5. Comparing the status of . . -
studeats in unit to . ®
school, system or other / : ' .
norns o 10 38 o0 .// 43 38 62
’\»\Ys{
6. Assessing the attainment . ' .
of unit goals 5 62 5 24 43 . 52
':];" Assessing the attainment L ’ J ié;&
T of individual student - ‘ .
goals. 5 57 0 43 33 |, 62
O v ~ .‘




“*

- * '< -
e ST TR e . S -5~ SRR - i —
' Completely Partially Extra, ) -
_Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affgt;ed Your Role Changed
Task WIS-SIM . WIS-SIM WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM “Yes No/
A \3 N :
8. Formulating unit '
goals 10 43 5 43 38 | 52
9. Developing instrfuctional . e
objectives for each -
child in the unit .0 .. 48 0 52 29 62
- - '
10. Evaluating learning .
- actlvities with respect
to unit goals 0. ~ 48 5 43 29 67
L - - Z
4 .
11. Grouping students for
instructional purposes 5 90 Q 5 48 .52 | -
12, Coﬁnseling students .
aboyt their progress | - -~
and future schooling 5 33 0 57 19 * %6
- 4
13. Selecting appropriate ~ ‘
materials, .media, and ) . .
supplies for instruction 0 5 0 90 5 90 }
‘ \
14, Evaluating. unit
°  operation - 5 52 d 43 29 .67,
g )
- B ~<J
15. Assessing the status of : . . 9
entering ‘students 0 48 "5, 38 .29 62 2
) ./ LR
? —
//
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IToxt Provided by ERI

~
< 1/ 2 3 §— 5 —-§
' <M Completely Partially Extra . ,
\ | . Replaced by | Replaced by | Because of | Not Affected. | Your Role Changed
..A" Task WIS-SIM WIS-SIM # WIS-SIM by WIS-SIM ) Yes No
e . - _ - _ g — J— J— P -
. — ‘ f
16. Maintaining school's 3 .
‘inventory of -~ N T )
~instructional mgterials _ 0 5 A 0 86 0 99
3 ) -~ ’ i - - e A —n ST —
N ( e ¢
.. 17. Reporting school's - ~ - g
P progress to central ' v .
...,« administration . .0 38 0 38 26 |, 52
18; Reportipg®student , .
) / progress to parents 10 57 5 267\ 52 43
—/ ) ~ ) ‘ .
“119.. Maintaining permanent’ . T *
. school tecords of * 8. .
students’ progress ) 24 62 0 10 ‘48 .43

20. Devglopicng dai\ly ' 5 “ ) .

teaching schedules = 0 24 0 71 19 67
- < * \ \)\) | — : —
. I * » ,

21. Assessing students in - J ——) T
terms of their learning » s . : :
characteristics 0 14 0 76 , 5 81 -

' N - §
. L3 - = ‘

22. Evaluating instructional ‘ - :
programs (e.g., SAPA, . % ’

WDRSD, DMP) 10 38 0 38 33 48

5 7 . o

23. Communicating student . (N
information to state . o - \ o . 16

d['6,‘, agencies 0 “ 5 - . 50 N 43 5 43. .
« ’ . ! - r
. \‘l ‘ , 0’ o - .
ERIC . / e
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g 1/ 2 3 4 5 .6
’ Completély Partially Extra . o \
Replaced by | Replaced by.| Because of | Not Affected | Your Role Changed
Task " WIS-SIM  WIS-SIM WIS-SIM |. by WIS-SIM Yes No - ¥
’ ' /
24. Updating student - - ‘
pérformnce\ information - - 24 57 0. 19 52 43
25. Marking or scoring . ‘ .
- tests ) 5 24 0 67 IS 29 67
- . . 4
26. Determining rate of -
"progress of individual
studepts .~ 19 N 38 0 33 5‘2 § 48
27. f)etermining students' -
& . IS
readiness for thg nexg,* . . . .
instructi?nal step 14 48 S 24 . 57 - 43
L . ' .
- ~
¥
~
o M »
- . i
. =
A . &
Y , .
O l63 ‘
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6. Grouping students for instructional purposes (11).

¢

7. Evaluating unit operations (14). .

8.. Reporting student progress to parents (18). !
v )

9. Maintaining permanent reoords,of students' progress (19).

’

10. Updating student performance information (24).

The tasks perceived by more than half, of the respondents as,
not being affected by the, use of WIS-SIM are: °
P ’ . o .
/ . 1. Developing instructiofai objectives for :each child’'in the
unit (9). . ~ ' '

* ! <
<

2. Counsellng students egout the1r progress and future schooling
(12).

3. Selecting appropriate materlals, media, and Suppfles for
instruction (13)

4. Maintaining school's inventory of instructional materials
(16).

5. Developing daily teaching schedules (20).

6. Assessing students in terms of their learning characterlstics
(21).

7. Marking or scoring tests-(25):

As inm the 1976 survey, proportionately. few respondents report
the perception that usage of WIS-SIM had‘completely replaced a pdhual

task or procedure (column 1). Also as'in 1976, two tasks were
considered by 25 percent or more of the respondengs as completely,
replaced——malntalnlng unit performance profiles and maintaining
individual performance profiles.” Of interest is the fact that no
respondent reported task 2, assessing student outcomes, as completely
replaced by WIS-SIM (and this-would appear to be a logical respomnse)
while in 1976, there were some responges’ to indicate that perception.
This’ may be interpreted as a sign of more complete undergtanding
of WIS-SIM as well as its integration fnto .the overall instructional.
system. All of the tasks reported above as being affected by WIS-SIM,
exceptefor evaluating unit operation, were expected to do so, and all
thos reported by 50 percent of the'respondents as not being affected’
by W S"Sfﬁ were 'those expected.’
9

he perception of role change or respons1b111ty cliange as a -
result of WIZ SIM appeagys to closely parallel the perception of
vasks affectéd by WIS-SIM. Table’ XLIX, column 1, provides a rank

’ .




v CTABLE XLIX .

RANK ORDER OF TASKS AND ROLES AFFECTED B&

: . WIS-SIM 1976-77
v \ ‘( :
Al ' .\
x .
» j gl § - \ T e - .
. g4 | 33 < A ,- |
’ o @ = o R ow
QU 0O > v 9 9 |
% g .o x a2 v
Buy | us i
- . tj n N ‘
258 | 25s | O
SE% | &80 :
_.jpw ‘ 1.5- Identifying Individual Student Instructional Needs '
. 1.3 2 Maintaining IPP ‘ . \ - /
3.0 8.5 Grouping Students for Instructional Purposes A
4.0 ° 8.5 Maintaining Permanent School Recdrds of Students' Progress
5.5 1 -6 Updating Student Performance Information
5.5 1 Maintaining UPP ’ ) o .
. 7.5 10 Assessing the Attainment of Unit Goals )
- 7.5 ' 6 Reporting Student Progress to Parents !
) ~9.5 . 14.0 Assessing the<Kttainment of Individual Student Goals
9.5 & ‘Determining Students' Readiness for the Next Instructional Step
11.5 6 Determining Rate of Progress of Individual Students ° )
11.5 18 Evaluating Unit Operatidns .
> .13 11.5 Comparing the‘Status.of Studenty in Unit to Sthoods, System,
' . or Pther Norms e .
14 11.5 Formulating Unit Goals ) ' o
17.0 8.0 Developing Instructional\QbjectAves for Each Child in the
- Unit . v
17.0 . 18.0 EvaluaEing Learning Activities With Respect to Unit Goals
17.0 18.0 Assess(ing the Statuswcf; Entering Studen
17.0 14.0 Evaluéting Instructidpal.?fogram§f‘
’ 17.0* 14.0 Assessing«Student Learning Outcomes \_ ° SE e
20.5 22.5 Counselling Students About Their PgogPess and Future Schooling
. 20.5 21 Repofting-School's Progress to Qedtral Administration
22.0 18 Marking or Scering Te8ts . : .
23.0 22.5 Developing Daily Teaching Schedules -
24.0 25 aAssessing Students in Terms of Their Learning Characteristics .
26.0 25 Com@unidafing§§ﬁydﬁnt Information to.Staté Agehcies )
,26.0 . : Selectipg,Apprbpri%té"Materia}s, Media, and Supplies for
) . Instruction . - P
26.0 27 Maintaining S%hgol's Idventory of Instructional Materials
g . i e -
' ) ;_::,1'.-434, :
. -
‘ 166 -, ”
‘o , . , ,
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order listing of the tasks considered by.the respondents as most .
affected by WIS-SIM. Column,2 provides a rank .ordering of the tasks
in which role changes were percéived by the respondents. The

- Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient is calculated to be .92,

indicating that agreement between the two rankings is quite high.
This correlation is significant- beyond the .01 level.

) ) : ] .
The effect of WIS-SIM use on school tasks and on user roles as
perceived by teachers appears to be significant," according to the
results of the 1977 survey. The effects #e more obvious in the
McFarland schools as their' usage is considerably .higher than in
Thoreau, and the McFarland system operates in three‘curricular areas.
The effects are found in the areas anticipated.

% \ R R
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IV

SYSTEM EFFECTS - -
. 5 ™~
, $ .
In this chapte the answers to the following Questioﬁs are
sought: What results sxe achieved from the utilization of WIS-SIM;, =~

and are the objectives of Yhe system being accomplished? The informa-
and staff attitudes towArd WIS-SIM.. .

TIME USAGE SURVEY - \ :

One of the design objectives of the Tomputer Appllcatlons in i
-IGE project is to provide a managcment informat}gn system that
enhances the educational proces$ through increased efficient use of
time. It is assumed tiWat efficient teacher time usage will be
reflected in improved instruction and learning.’

In order to evaluate the changes in time usage, the user schools
participated in a survey designed to determine what eff ct WIS-SIM
is having ‘on the proportion~of time school personnel spend in
planning, instructing, and performing clexjical, tasks.

- - 4

School year 1975-76 time‘uéage data were célleeted from all six
user schools duging April- Nay 1976. All administrators, teachers, .

"and aides who were u51ng the computer services of WIS-SIM were’asked
to complete a time usage “form that was the same as that used in the
equler surveys. The data. were collected over a two-week period;
the pr1nc1pa1 of each school selected half ,of the staff to complete, .
the fo¥m the first* week and the remainder of the staff *the- follow1ng
week. Pr1nc1pals were asked to use their discretion as to which two »
weeks 1n Apr1l and early May to, select’so as to ensure thdt the
‘particular weeks chosen would be "normal" school times, i.e., times
that would prq?uce information representatiye’ofggeneral school
activitiet and give a fair indication of the time spent by the staff
on planning.ngks, instructional tasks, and clerical tasksu
) |
School year 1976-77 time usage data were collected from Corirad

Elvehjem and McFarland Elementary during, November-December, 1976.
Those staff members using WIS-SIM were asked to complete a time usage
form identical td that used in both 1974 and 1975. The data were
+ collected during the weeks of November 14+20, and November 28-December
.4, 1976. These ;time periods were c
of, "normal" school times and coinc’
/;4me usage data period of .the initi

»

ed* (within a few days). with the
1 comparisop in 1974.

. ‘ : ©o107 : \\$ q.
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§en because they were representative -
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Two previous surveys had been conducted in NovembervDecember 1974

- and April-May 1975 at the McFarland Schools (McFarland Elementary

and Conrad Elvehjem) and at the Waukesha $chools (Barstow and

Northview). The data collected in these pravious surveys will be

compared to the data collected in the April-May 1976 survey. The

Steveng Point Schools (Jackson and Plover-Whiting) and the Milwaukee

School (Henry David Thoreau) were not user $chools in 1974, and no

data is presented for these schools. , .

/ w
J”:@ob

N 8

* Two points should be considered concerning the respondents to
the study. First, the respondents at the two McFarland schools do
‘not include either the CMI project director or the terminal operatory
both of whom are full-time staff members engaged exclusively in the
WIS-SIM implementation. Although mean and aggregate usage data for
these schools will be deflated--and this is important when making '
inter-school comparisons--they are not a ‘problem in making intra-
school comparisons over time beghuse these two individuals have been*
constantly omitted from each of the surveys.

Second, the Jackson'Elemenlary School did not submit separate
survey forms for individual teachers, aides, and administrators.
Rather, the school presented a single form, allegedly representative
ofr the time allocdtions of all staff. Therefore, the only information .
available from the Jackson school ig that relating to the proportions

_ ®f time spent in planning, instructional, and clerical activities
: ‘Qy all staff. . : ) )

¢

“the mean hours per week per respondent, and the percentage of tim
spent in each of thé areas of planning, instructional, and clerica
taske were collected. These data were collected from four user

schools and are d@splaﬁfd in Tables L through LV.

For each of the categories: téachepa'f"ﬁides, and administra%s,

Changes in the amounts and the propostions of time spent on
planning,” instruction, and clerical tasks-by school staff can, of
<+ course, be influenced by factors other than the introductions of
A management information system such as WIS-SIM. Most obviously,
policy changes as reflected in the hiring of additional clerical
help or in.a reallocation of duties could have significant effects ‘h1a*
on time allocations as well. In an attempt to control for these
and”other potential influences$, principals of the four schools involved
when the lQZS time usage surveys were taken were asked to indicate
. whether there had been any attempts to increase or decrease the
' percentages of time spent on planning, instructignal, and clerical
o tasks by.administrators, teachers, and aides since the last survey.
None of the principals indicated that any such attempts had been
made. Nevertheless, a school'staffing,profile for each school is-
. provided in Table L. This profilg, which includes number of students
’ and staff of various categories in each of the _school years 1974-75,
197.5-76,; and 1976-77, should be referred to when interpreti?ilthe

4

o results of the' survey.

T -

- ¢
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L3

Despite the hazardous task of ascribing any change in the times
spent by various staff on planning, instruciional, and clerical
activitieg, it seems that by requesting principals to select normal
school times for the survey, by attempting to identify deliberate
policy changes, and by taking into account different student-staff
profiles from'year to year, we will ensure a more accurate assessment.
The rel%ability and validity of teacher -self-reportings rem¥ins
quesgionable. This difficulty specifically concerns the distinctions
between planning, instructional, and clerical tasks; such distinctions
may not always be-clear. -

A basic difficulty concerns shifts in time spent on the various
tasks. It may be the case that an organizational innovation may
reduce’ time spent on some clerical tasks, but that this slack-time
may be filled by staff substituting other clerical tasks not
previously” attempted. The very basic question of quality of work is
not examined in this survey report, but it is likely that changes
in quality of work as well as quantity of performance can occur.

It is often the case that changes over time in the quantity of work
done is substituted for by changes in the quality of work performed,
and vice versa. It is recommended that one be mindful of these
difficulties when interpreting the information in Tables LIII through
LVIII. \ : ;

[

Implicit in the WIS-SIM objective of increasifig time;usage

efficiency is the reduction of time required for clerical duties.
Tables LI through LV assess the extent to which this aim is being -
met. Tables LIV and LV provide a comparison of time usage, including-
percent of time spent on the Easks of planning, instruction, and
clerical, over, four time periods at the two McFarland schools. The
percentage of time spent on clerical tasks decreased from 1p.5 .
percent in 1974° to 14.3 percent in thé same 1976 time period at
Conrad Elvehjem. A decrease from 11.0 to 8.5 percent was observed

at McFarland Elementary during this time period. Tables LIII and LIV
reflect similar decreases in the proportion of time splent on clerical
duties at -Barstow and Northview. A corresponding ificrdse in
instructional time may also be observed inéfhp‘time usage data of
these{two schools. . i

- . . P LA

A coﬁposige of the «time usage data from McFarland, Conrad
Elvehjem,. Barstow, and Northview is.included in Table LV. A -
decrease of 3.3 percent of time for clerical duties, or an average of
2.2 hours per week, is indicated. ' . Y

. ® ¥ I3

Analysis’ of the time usage data revealed an obstacle that had -
been foreseen, but underestimated: the.reliability of self-reporting
techniques. The variability associated with,the raw data created some
concern about the overall accuracy of, the data. The variability
also made’a statistical test involving the equality of means'of the
respective years net rejectable at the :05 level. Neverfheless, it
appears the trend is toward: increasing time usage efficiency, The
data for the McFarland schools are given below.

]
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TABLE L
& - .
: . .
STAFFING PROFILES BY SCHOOL IN TIME USAGE SJUDIES I/ HROUGH 1977
[ N @ i -
McFarland Conrad Elvehjem Barstow Northview
'75 '76 '77 -'75 '76 '77 '75 '76 '75 '76
Number of ' '
students 371 379 403 } 315 321 342 177 136 * 451 453
- \ = /\\
Number of
Teachers 12 12 13 14 14 12 6 6 14 14
Number of: ! .
Aides 3 3 . 4 2 2 3 4 4 <8 7
Number of ° - -
Aides Using
Computers ) .5 5 5 .5 5 1 1 1 3
Number of‘ .
School * L. 4
_Administrators ° 1 - 1 1 1 .5 1 1 1 1 - \1
. - ;
@ <
* e

4]
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November-December 1974

TABLE LI

TIME USAGE DATA ELVEHJEM

April-May

1975

3

r
April-May 1976

November-December 1976 Q;:;

-

. Position

' _MeanwHours/

LN

v

Week Per pA
Respondent Time

Mean Hours/
Week Per
Respondent

.Mean_ Hours/
Week Per _
Respondent

Mean Hours/
Week Per
Respondent

‘TEACHER ~.
Planning
Instructional
Clerical

7

14.80
23.65
6.39:

All Tasks

44.84

November-Decembtt 1974

L

" TABLE LII

’
il

TIME USAGE DATA MCFARLAND.

April-May

1975

April-May 1976

November-December 1976

Position

ﬁean Hours/
« Week Per

% .
Respondent %ime

Mean Hours/
" Week Per
Respondent

v

Mean Hours/
Week Per
Respondent

Mean Hours/ -
Week Per
Respondent

TEACHER
Planning ,
Instructional
Clerical

18,36
22.25
3,78

All Tasks

44.39
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. - TABLE LIII ‘
: TIME USAGE DATA BARSTOW
November-December 1974 April-May 1975 April-May 1976
- . / \ 2
Mcan Hours/ Mecan Hou's//—_\ ‘ Meag Hours/
Week Per 4 Week Per % Week Per A 3
Position Respondent Time Respondent Time Respondent (/Time
TEACLER ‘ , )
Planning 15.4 38.3 14.6 29.8 13.4 33.0
Instructional ’ 23.6 55.4 29.8 60.8 * 24,4 60.2
Clerical 3.9 8.6 4.6 - 9.4 2.75 6.8
. ‘ .
All Tasks (2.9 100.0 49.0 100.0 40.55 100.0 °
—_— ——— —— . et K h ¥ ~
: - STABLE L1V .
. / , TIME USAGE DXTA NORTHVIEW
L < M ° j - o \\\
\ . w o, - . ) . -
Novembor-l)c%mber 1974 + April-May 1975 April-May 1976.
— . . - X
- Mean Nours/ - Mean Hours/ RIS Mean Hm'xrs/
Week Per % f Week Per % ) Week Per g
Position Respondent . Time ‘Respondent Time Respondent ) Time
“TEACHER, ' .,
- P]annj'ng 13.5 32.2 14.6 317 ¥4.4 33_.3 ¢
Instrucli'onal {<» 22.9,, . 53.8 25.6 ?5.9 23.8 55.1 ’
{ Clerical 6.0 14.0 | * 5.7 12.4 5é0~ 11.6
" All Tasks "42.4 100.0 459 100.0 43,2 100.0 _
. 3
- 8
]
~ > > /
‘ v . » -
* — A g b
1} ~ 2 - o~
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) TABLE LV . |
A 1
TIME, USAGE DATA--MCFARLAND, CONRAD ELVEHJEM, BARSTOW, i
l " NORTHVIEW, COMBINED . i
.
P l
e : . |
. NovemberzDecember 1974 April-flay 1975 April-May 1976 |
T . \ - — .
. Mcan Hours/ Mean Hours/ Mean Hours/ - .
Week Per Z Week Per Z Week Per - yA
! Position Respondent Time Respondent Time Respondent :_ Time
TEACHER .
Planning 11.5 26.8 12.5 29.4 10.9 25.0
Instructional 24. 4 54.8 23.5 55.5 26.1 52.9
Clerical 8.4 18. 4, 6.4 15.1 6.6 15.1
All Tasks T 4403 100.0 © 424 100.0 43.6 100.0
. “ 3 q
/ - ‘
- i & - ‘3 »'
A
" "\
- o N
’ . ‘ ‘; ‘
4 . -~
‘ ’ ‘\ el
\—) ea e . f
A - \ -
m gy
Y l 175 '
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Y
POOLED T-TEST ANALYSIS BETWEEN 1974 and.1976 DATA

.

McFarland Elementary

’ - 4 - -
L _ . .
Planning: t = 1.398 Significant at .1784 Cannét reject
— Instructing: t = 1.538 Significant at .1406 at .?5 leve
' (df=19) .
' Clerical: t = 1.641 Significant at .1172 .

- . h

Conrad Elvehjem

8 .
. N ¢
. - e
. -
- ~

1 + = 2 . i = e
“Planning. 4 t = .228 . Significant at .8220‘(df 20) Cannot £

o Instructing: t = .478 © Significant at).6377. (df=30) rggegszE
‘ \ ‘

Clericali t = .522 Significant at’ '.6075 (df=19)

.

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT @

There exist at least three, seemingly contradictory, avenues:of
approach to the inclusion of student achievement as an efﬁect of
computer managed instruction. One may cofitend that student achieve-
ment is not a justifiable criterion, on which to judge CMI. Support
for this contention is that there are too many intervening variables,
ntisances, and statistical "'noises.”" These include changes in
- instructional staff, school adwinistratdon, and CUrriculqr methods,
-~ and materials as well.as home and community factors and other social

variables. Given these factors, the relative impracticality of a
good expe¥imental design may rule out the use of student achievement
i data. -

- ' -

<

ne may argue, also, that certain a priori assumptions -may be
made with regard to usage Bﬁfa CMI system. If it is assameg\$gze*
efficient use of timeé, more effective 1nstructionaé organizat
and planning, and better management of resources c ntribute to
improved ilearning (i.e., student -achievement), then it 4s that which
should be evaluated and not the latter.. Stated another way, student
achievement should be evaluated indirettly through the dimensions
of functioning and utilization-and not effect. #

~
.

A third approach to this question assumes thag if the vbjectives
4f.the CMI are achieved, a corrésponding increase in student achieve--
ment should be reflected and: that therein lies the justification -
for implementation and usage of CMI. A longitudinal sgudy ofirachieve-
ment based on_some objective measure - $hould rerlect a positive: T
.trend . y I

\ ‘ . . it
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‘In an effort to address the duestion of student achievement
while satisfying the last assumption, the availability of different
objective data sources was examined. The two most promising sources
were number of DMP objectives mastered per student per semester and,
school-wide standardized achievement test scores. -

. . !
Number of DMP objectives mastered was rejected primarily

because of the'lnability of the system to fix exact dates of mastery.
Actually, this relates to the student data base being updated at
once, for obJectlves fastered over some. length of tjme, such as for
initial placement of new students. Although there appears to be a
positive trend in this data, it i not possiéie ‘to draw strong,
*conclusions from the evidence. .

3 4 .

The McFarland, schools administer the Metropolitan Achievement

_Tests to the students once per year. Given below are the grade

equivalenty scores for grade four thrOUgH“seven for four consecutive
years. The scores represent the tesw®ing of approximately the same

group of students each year.. - * . , ®
"Grade Grade Equivalency Grade Equivalency Date of Testing
'(¢"< . (Reading) (Mathematics) “ " )
. M - . . [
4 . 3.65¢ © .. 3.75 October, 1972
5 . 5.33 ° 5.93 .+ May; 1974
6 5.98 Tt 6.45 Novémber, 1974
7‘ 7.80 v . 8.00 May, 1976

. <; (o
Figure 2 displays the above information graphically. The
school year- is measured along the horizontal axis an a ten-month -,
scale, e.g., 4.0 represents the first month or September of the ‘4th
grade. The calendar dates, e.g., 10/72,- 5/74, indicate the testing
dates. A scale of the same proportion is measured along the vertical’
axis for achievement. scores. ° . . @

- <

. .

o~

- r

One would expect, based on national norms,- that achievement
corresporfd to the school. year. This correspondence is shown as the
45° ling labeled expected. Reading achievement vs. time is showm

as a solid line while math is represented by the dashed line.
. -* [y

Although student achievement did tend to approach the expectation:\_//ym.‘\~

sound inferences cannot be made with respect to “the “direct causes.

It may be hypothesized that two factors simultaneously contributed

to this effect: (1) the faculty and staff pgeparation for initiating
CMI implementation requiring, in itself, some amdunt Of self- -study
and curriculum analysis and (2) the actual effects associated wlih
the implementation of*WIS-SIM. -




.

. It. is recommended that, as new WIS-SIM implementation sites n’
are developed, the question of effect evaluation be addressed in the
beginMing, so that complete and sufficient data is available upon ) Lo
CS ' which to reach some conclusion. It is also recommended, however, -
oL - . that if student achievement is addressed as a system effect, tme
h arguments stated earlier in this section be weighed.

: - ' r
COSTS OF WIS-SIM \ . | -

-

B

Assessment of . the costsaf WIS-SIM or'any system of computer
- managed instruction is, not easy. Factors affecting costs associated o N
- . with CMI include the overall extent of school use of the system,
number, of cutricula or subject areas supported by the system, the
x " computer system employed, and the turn-around time demanded. )
P Additionally, cost figures associated with ‘the impleperitation of CMI,
- as well as the onzgoing operation and mainténance of sSystem hardware,
& software, and personnel, may vary widely. . , ) . -
¢
" In this section, “costs assdciated with WIS-SIM duringithe 1975-76
and the 1976-77 years are presented separately. The 1975-76 section
. includes ré&al costs, including implementation, rnserulce, and
computer costs, but not teacher and aide time.spent in learning the
" system. 'The 1976-77. section includes costs associated with the
Madison Academic Computing Center (MALC) UNIVAC computer for the : T
.-McFarland and Thoreau (WDRSD) schools,. It is not possible to provide -
R exact cdst. figures assoc1 ged with the 1nteract1ve ront-end on ’
‘ the R & D Center's computer, but these costs were. stimated usin
™ approximate MACC rates. Charges include computer~costs (haxggéyg ‘ v
and maintenance) and associated support pexrson el costs. The Yosts
_of tfacilities and facilitjes mdimtenance are not included.
o ) In addition to the above analysis, cfsts of WIS-SIM operatioss
are estlmated under two Simulated conditions and for twe levels of
. c.. use. Ihe two conditions are the machine con{igurations of the
: ‘UNIVAG 1110 alche and the UNIVAC 1110 with the Harris compuﬁer‘\g ™~ {
2 . ’ a front- end. The usages explored wére normal fand high. L v . .
3 . ! . . . ",A C . ~

Y .
. R ¢ . . . .
. . - .

* ' : 1975-76 Cost's - S ) , NI I
- . ., In an attempt to est1mate repl costs associated with the imple- B

mentation of WIS- SIM in‘a s ¥, a comprehensive cost analysis was .
~¢arried out in, the Thoreau School, M{lwaukee.  ‘Costs were prepared B <.

for school initialization {Table LVI) 1nserv1ce (Table LVI]), and
- - ‘compiiter costs (Table LVIITI). Within each of these:three categorxes

. both’ base costs and rotal costs are-given, total- costs being 170
- percent of base costs, thus reflect1ng,@verhead costs’ associated . .

with the pfov1slon of computer services such as cler1cal assistance, NP

statlonery and equipment. Base osts for -each category are N Y ‘
éJreallstlt ‘est fmates based on acgﬁ

, : i al 1975-76 salaries and_costs. - o \
. , ; . ' o ' .
) . : ﬂ‘ o ‘ . .L . ’ '4/\<

, ’ K \ . ! ?ﬂj . .. .
Q . L . s a8} ‘ ( | L -
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The total first year cost of WIS- -SIM for Henry Davi Thoreau
o School was $5814.52. This cast assumes a school of 600 s udents,’
‘ located 10Q miles from the central processing site, and running one’
curricular program. This total cost dis equivalegt to a cost of $9.69
3 per student.

e ) * . . ’ v ¢
' - - .. ‘- . TABLE VI , ‘
. . , ' S
p- - . . - &
4—4_,////’—\\\\\LEOSTS FOR SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION AND INITIALIZATION
. > 2 * ‘¢
» , ' . ( . ,
, Item ) Base Cost Total Cost ' Notes
g e v S . _ R |
' o 1. Field Coordinator; . $156.33." © $265.76 Total includes -
two, 6ne-day visits to N, _ . T, . overhead (70%)
range for data . o )
‘ v collection school i .
i ‘and one day at.R & D. )
. Travel for above: . 34.00 v 34.00 _  $.085/mile
’ - / wo trips POV, 200 miles o )
ach. . L .
‘ ~ 3. Computer Programmer:. 156.33 265.76 "E%tal includes  *
two days setting and s - ovexhead (70%)
9 ) initializing, files Y . ‘
and recompiling : ~ .
i programs. : . ¢
s \3 ° - /
. 4. Project Assistants: 25.00 , 42.50 . Total includes
One day working at ' ' . ~ overheade (70%)
Center. ‘ - . i
5. - Keypunch: b 122.00 - 207.40 _ Total includes-
30.5 hours @ $4.00/, - v ‘ overhead (70%)
) hour .. ~ N~ ) : . , )
’ . rd \’)
v - o .
) . o
4 ’ [~ \‘\ [ 4 ) - ‘ o~
. Ty T i . S
: : & , : 4
i 8 ~ \f
’ : LT o .. N
. b4 . . A . \\ /.)5 )
\ . ° -
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TABLE LVII _ :

COSTS FOR INSERVICE

-
—~—

Py

! ST

Item Base Cost Total Cost . Notes
’ 3 . .
. 1. Inservice 'Booklets:"\ $-30.80 v § 30.80° Cost figured
L \ * 40 copies @ .77 each -os from standard
: . _ ¥, Copy Shiop &
. N : ' ' . charges.
. ‘ - * o
’ " 2. TIaservice pre, post, 10,4Q .+ 10.40 Cost figured ]
' and attitude tests: ~ ot L from standard
- 40 copies of 3 tests, . - Copy Shop-
2 'pages each and 4 . . charge§.
. pages answer sheets. ) . . . \ f
3. Staff: Field . 102.00 173.40 . Total includes
. Coordinator for one |, ;o o overhead (70%)
day- and two person \
days of Project N
Assistants. <y ‘ ¢ .
s . .
. 4. [Inservice travel: 17,00 17.00 " $.085/mile and
} POV for 200 miles ) . $3.00/1unch used
‘l dnd 3 lunches. .
* 1 ~4
. . . LN ‘ . . u F} \
: ! ,5. .3choel staff: . .,  800.00 800.00 ' . No overhead =
* ., 40 staff members. : « figuges used.” '
>. . S ' for }1/2 day ‘ 72 ’ _
S inservice. . . g
) , . . . - ) 4 . .
6. Follow-up inservices: 675.00° 937.50 Total includes
. 15 person trips, . e . . overhead (70%)
( . * . 200®miles each - , '} A on-salaries.’ Ut
5 for 1 day each. ) , ‘ ‘. .
t -
[ iy . “‘ \’ - -
-‘ /\ t f i - ‘,E
) A : v 7
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J TABLE LVIIT : K ‘
o COMPUTER COSTS ~ . ’ )
[ v S . ' &
Item Base Cost. ~ Total Cost Notes
- 1. Initiate System: - $ so¥o0 ~$ 50.00 - An approximation
‘ Create files ) A from the Thoreau .
and recompile ¢ l . Schodl initial- -
programs. N . . e ization. .
: ’ » ) : S
+2. WIS-SIM Operating: 2480.00 2480.00 - Based on 600 .
f{le charge $38/month . : e students over a :
report generation L . { 10-month school
] “ $.35/student/month. *." . s ‘ year, for one = ° :
.Y -8 . . curricular areax . s
T . (Note:-- the o -
- ) . . $.35 stuéent/ .
‘ . ’ s . month now seems )
| .o o a little high,
o « but let's, ‘
err on that
v . ) *side.) .
i 3. Telephone. charges: ' 500.00 500.00 DAIN or local = *® ~
$50..00 line ’ . -, service would .
, : installation and . o 9 v reduce these
‘ ., clearing, $45/month . costs. ~
> - toll charges. ' ' ) )

X - , - »




TABLE LIX

* : COMPUTER COSTS FOR WDRSD , 9
t . ‘
- Z
Category . -~ - Waukesha Marland Jackson Thoreau
Least Greatest Least \ 7Greates; Least Greatest Least Greztest
Demand Demand Demand \ ,D¢mand Demand' Demand - Demand . Dexznd
Month Month - Month Month Month Month Month Month
“ Mav 1976 Apr. 1976 Oct. 1975 JMay 1976 Dec, 1975 [Mar. 1976 May 1976 Mar. 1676
‘ o A, A . ‘ v
Number of Runs 22 107 - 149 362 24 133 s 67 > 128
Express 0 (0% ° 0 (0%) 6 (4%) "1 (.3%) 0 (0%) 6 (3%) 0 (0%) 2 (1)
Ner~al ) 8 (36%) |21 (20%) } 104 (70%) 248 (69%) 14 (58%) > (37) |- 45 (677%) | 87 (hSn),
Cveraight 15 (64%) | 68 (637) 28 (194%) 76 (217) 10 (427) 148 (81%) 20 (30%) Y35 (37%)
Woehend: 0 (0) 18 (177%) 1 11 (77%) 37 (T0%) 0 (0%) 24 (137%) 2 (3%) » L (37
Total Costs £ $60. 10 . $102.21 $302. 64 $350.81 $63.68_ | $113,81 $99.48 $155.37
File Storcge 40.30 (67%) 42.01 48.86 (10%) 49.03 (167%),F  28.02 3080 40.92 (417) 41:08%{25%)
favress . 0.00 ¢0%) _0.00 13.94 (5%) 2.19 (.6%) 0.00 13.90 0.00 (O4) 4 4,25 37y
Nprmal ) 12.13 (20%) ; 26.18 [214.72 (71%) | 254.60 (72%) 27.26 4.27 49.41 (497) 1 85.G7 (577)
Ceernighy 7.66 (13%) | © 25.56 <k 22.00 (7%) 36.30 (10%) 8.40 60,35 ~8.31 (87) | 3o,°5 (127)
" teerend / _ 0.00 (0%) 4.46 3.12 (1%) { -+ 8.69 (2%) * 70.00 4,49 0.84 (0.8%) | TR (17D
% o ) . : g - -
StudeygEnrolled 573 510 680 701 450 451 - 620 * 6120
Total Costs/Student 0.10 0.18 - * 0.45 0.50° 0.14 . 0.25° hL 0.16 - 0N.22
Tile Storage 0.07 0,07 0.07 *0.07 . 0.06 - 0.07 0.67 'n,.n4
ENpress ' 0.C0 0.09 | __0.02 0.003. 0.00 -. 0.03 0.C0 v 0,007
Nor-ai 0.02 "0.05 0.32 0.36 0.06 - 0.01 0.C8 < 0.1l
,?:ernig'nt .0.01 0.05 ©0.03 0.05 - 0.02 0.13 0.01 -} '0.703
wee'iend 0.00 0.01 0.005 0.01 0.00 0-.01 0.0801 /I 0.033
\ R : o=
w Costs/Report 2.73 ©0.95 2.03 0.97- 2.65 Q.62 1.48 1.21
File Storage 1.83 0. 39 0.32 0.13 1.17 0.17 - 0.61 9.37
Exbress .1~ 0.00 0.00 , 2.32 2.19 - 0.00 2.31 0.00 2.14
Normal . iL 1.51 21.24 2.06 . 1.02 , 1.94 0.85 1.10 1.02
Overright - 0.54  +1 0.43 0.78 0.47 ~ 0.84 0.40 0.41 C.54
Weekend 0.00 0.24 . 0.28 0.23 0.00 0.19 0.42 L 0.44
. L4 - +
6 ’ i ° . p
‘ —
183 : - ~ - S
R " R - < -
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o TABLE LX “"”'4_ _
COMPUTER COSTS N;QR WDRSD BY REPORT TYPE .
Two Weeks in December 1975
o .
ST
- B : -
Reports IPP Grading 1GR SSF ”~ UPP Total
Schools '
. y ) -
7o 16.81 26.54 8743 0 4,18 55.96
McFarland 18 32 4 0 3 58
= 0.93, = 0.8 = 2.11 . = 1.39 = 0.%
~
} []
0 3.97 5.02 0 1.42 10.41
Jackson 0 4 3 0 1 8
= 0.99 = 1.67 = 1.42° =1.30}
- £
0 9.024 1.74 v -|, 3.8 14,58
Waukesha 0 S 1° . 1 2 15
- . o= 0.82-] = 1.74 = .71 = 1.55| =099
A . ‘ .
.35 0 8.62 /\gg\ 13.24 22.88
Thoreaua 1 0 2 -1, 5 "8
= .35 N = 4,31 = 1.02| = 2.65 = 2.86
. 17.16 | °33.55 4 23.81 1.73 18.937 104.18
TOTAL " 19 47 10 .2 1Y 89
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Data on total costs per terminal site, costs per student, costs -/
per report, and costs per program were logged at the R & D Center
for each of the months,, September 1975 to May 1976, for* both
McFarland and Waukesha and from January 1976 to May 1976, for each
of the four terminal sites. The costs analysis presented in Table
LXIII summarizes this monthly data by'presenting the data for both . @
the month of smallest demand and the month of greatest demand for
each terminal site. Because the costs reported are based exclusively
on computer time, they are d1re;t1y.@ependent upon computer usage.
Also, because users can request different speeds of receiving _ uihﬁwn
,reports (express, ‘normal, overnight, and weekend rates), the total ' ¥
costs to users will reflect these different types of delivery '
service, each of wplch have dif ferent Tosts. gTh'eﬁe.fore, costs have .
been broken down in terms of these four categories. .

N N ‘

Costs reflectasystem usage, with the cost per student of the
highest usage schabl McFardand, being several times that of the’ ’
smallest usage - -school, Waukesha. A cost per student estimate for

" WIS-SIM/WDRSD of between-$.25 and $,40 would seem aﬁprox1mate_z_ .

rrect. .
W .o .

,Table IXIV show¢ costs for WDRSD reésrts tabulated by report
«type. The Qéta for this table were collected during the first two
weeks of December 1975. Mean costs, number of reque§ts, and total

costs’ _for each report and for each school are shown. * For example,

.the McFarland Schools made 18 requests for Indlaagggl Performance
Profiles (BPP's) for a total cost of $16.81 andgan average cost of’
$.93. Total and average cots for the 89 reports requested during
this period were $104.18 and $1.17 respectively. ) . o

kS , . a -

*\\\D * A similar cost analysis to that of Table~LX was not available for
MP a

2

\specialist “This berson both directs the reading program of the '
school, in’ conjunction with the unit leaders and teachers, and ’
-\maﬁage the use of CMIL.- Thewr%adlng specialist is assisted by.a

nd SAPA because of the dl}ferent adgcounting system used by the
R & D Computer Center,=which processes the DMP and SAPA programs.

L 4

. . o .
1976-77 Costs ,‘ \ ' IF:
f Little exact information regardipg the total 1976-77 costs, of '
WIS-SIM as gbilQ\ed in the McFarland 4chools and at Henr¥ David .
Thoreau is ayailable. This is due, jA part, to the difficulties in
discerning what costs are associated.or can be directly attributed
to CMI usage; as opposed 9 act1v1t1es that would normally exist in

the school without CMI and, also, 'what costs are related ! the . r
development of the system . - ) .
. .

. At Thoreau; the CMI activities ire coordinated by the reading

teacher aide who operates the computer termlnal _Because of th -,

multiplicity Bf their- respective respefisi it i FfRicult ' é' '
-
to ass1gn a percentage of personnel fosts resultln m CM{ upage. - .
LY X N o ’

. N -




- 124 - '

[}
. - v .
[ . -

2 .

Both positions existed prior to CMI implementation and wege, therefore,
not created as a result of system personnel requirements. Other

costs at Thdéreau associated-with the system are for theg, computer
terminal, whidé is presentlx\supplied by the R & D Ced‘%r, for
dedicated telephone line charges, and for long distance.

) The McFarland Schools emplqgy a full—time%CMI project director
and a full-time aide to operate the computer terminal. McFarland is
somewhat ufique, and an even more difficult site-at which to decipher
costs, for several reasons. McFarland operates CwI through/funds
provided under Title IV in additiPn to support provided from the

R &.D Center. Associated with this program are extra tasks-— N
including developm®ntal activities, planning, and evaluation. N
Many of these activities would not r@sarily be existent under
typicat conditions.

!
.7

‘ Because of McFarland s high use of the system that supports
three separate curriculums (WDRSD, DMP, .and SAPA), and because of
physical separation of the school's two main buildings, two terminals
“and a sheet.scanner are used. , Presently, one terminal is leased,
~ while the other terminal and sheet scanner are provided by the
R & D Center. Necessary telephone serwvice and dedicated lines are
also associated.expenses. . .

>
N - * ¢
- .

s

At both McFarland and. Thoreau, it is felt that at least a
part-time (25-50 percent) coogdinator for (MI activities isboth
desirable and necessary. . Also, some personnel are required for
terminal operation. Depending on the- level of use, the personnel
requirement may- range from a half-time, to full-time aide position.
The comput1ng costs for thetwo schools are given in Table XV, which
reflects costs associated with high and low'usage months. These"*
figiites represent only a’ portion of the computing cost, however. ’

" Since” they includg only the MACC costs Tor WDRSD, one must assign

.a cost for the 1S€eract1ve front- -end, which operates on the R & D
Center computer. This"may, in some cases, approximate the given
MACC charge, depending on the nature of computing demand. osts
for other curriculym support, i.e.,” DMP and SAPA, would result in
additional computer costs. - ’ -

As refhii:ed in Table LXV, the demands at t)}{e two schools yary
considerably@as do the costs per- student and e '‘codts per report.
The numbef of ¥uns at McFarland is approximately three to four times
that of Thoreau school, while McFarland's student population is only
one-and-one-half tinies. larger. Total cosqt reflect thesnumber of
runs and this, is, also, three to four timek as large for McFarland
as for Thoreau.. Cost per student, reflecting the- larger combined
size of'the McFarland schools, is only two'to three times higher for
McFarland. The cost per report 1s,greater for Thoreau-than for

McFarlsnd, almost double for the high demand. month As noted, the

variation in use makes it difficult to fix system costs, but the

approximate figure would be between $.20, and*® $.45 per student per
. month for the costs included in this estimate.




Category

O

~

Number of Runs
Express
Normal
Overnight
Weekend

Total Costs '
File Storage
Express
Normal
Overnight
Weekend

Students Enrolled

Total Costs/Students
File Storage
ExXpress,

Normal
Overnight

Weekend - A\

Costs/Report
File Storage
Express. -

. Normal |3

Overnight .
Weekend"

COMPUTER COSTS FOR WDRSD (1976-77)

+

Low Demand
. g«ionth

@ctoééf, 1976

230 (100%)
j? 3 1)
167 ( 73%)

38 ( 16%)
22 ( 10%)

$300.99 (100%)
50.49 .( 17%)
5.77 ( 2%)
219.19 ( 73%)
“21.46 (1 7%)
4.08 ( 1%)
‘737 !

.41

.07

.01

.30
.03

".005 :
® $1.31 ’

.22
1.92

1.3t \

.56
.19

+

TABLE LXI

. McFarland

High. Demand
Month

November, 1976

377 (100%)
9 ( 22)
253 (&%)
94 ( 25%)
21 ( -6%)

$355.24 (100%)
49.47 ( 14%)
24.94 (. 7%)

238.99 ( 67%)
37.49 ( 11%)
4.35 ( 1%)

$ .94
.13

2.77
.94
.40
.21

Thoreau

"Low Dég::h
Month

November, 1976

83 (100%)
0 ( 0%)
26 ( 31%)
37 ( 45%)
20 ( 24%)

~ $85.63 (100%)

37.48 ( 44%)
0.00 ( 0%).
25.45 (-30%)
15.64 ( 18%)
7.06 ( 8%)

553

.15
.07
.00
.05
.03
.01

" $1.03
.45

7,00
-.98 ¢

. 42
T

L

High Demand
Month

(October, 1976

65*% (100%)
0 ( 0%)
26 ( 40%)
20 ( 31%)
19 ( 29%)

$144.74 (100%)
24.28 ( 17%)
0.00 ( 0%)
96.24 ( 66%)
9.03 ( 6%).
15.19 ( 10%)

549

.26

.04

.00 .
A7

i
[ e W W e S

.02 &7

.03"

. $2.23 N
.37 .
.00
3.70
'L .45
N .80

ok Although fewer reports were p?ocggsed,-ﬁhe dbgts for pd}mal and weekend processing were
tonsiderably higher, indicating larger run sizes and greater demand for system resources.

»

[ U

]
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In an effort to project anticipated computing costs3 Table LXVI
provides estimates of charges associated with each of the three -
curricula (WDRSD, DMP, and SAPA) presently supported by WIS-SIM
individually, as a total, and as a total per student.. These costs
.are figured at a high level of use such as that at McFarland.
Costs are given for the five levels of turn-around priority:
DEMAND, EXPRESS, NORMAL, DEFERRED, and CONVENIENCE, and at a mixtyre
of priorities, XNDC. The XNDC mixture is a percentage combination
based on a sample of pr10r1t1es requested during a typical month.

ha Y

r———

- £osts 11sted under the heading 1110 are for the entire system running

at MACC on the Univac 1110. Those costs listed under 1110-H are for
using the R & D Center's Harris computér as a front-end to the
Univac 1110. A total cost of $3.75 per student per month for .the
XNDC mix is noted for the three programs. When using the 1110 with
the Harris front-end, the cost is $2.15 per student per month for a

. high usage school.

[}

Table LXVII reflects costs associated with WDRSD support at a
normal use level, such as that at Thoreau. The same levels of
priority are given as in the previous projection. All costs in
both tables are on a monthly basis. To agmpute yearly costs, a
multiple of nine should be used. The number in parentheses after
the curricular program indicate the. number of runs used in the
calculations; in this case, 90 runs.

L] N -
’ As would be anticipated, the costs for normal use are consider-
ably less than those for high use. A comparison for WDRSD in
Tables LXVI and LX¥II shows nermal use cost to be about .4 to .6 of
'high use cost. . o am—

. Table LXVIII provides a graphic representation of costs per
student under normal and high use, for three curricular programs, .
and” for various school sizes. Costs are fairly stable as school
size grows beyond 400 students. . :

s’ ’ (g

As has been noted, the assessment of cost of the operation of
a computer system such as WIS-SIM is an extremely cqmplex undertaking,
One major issue is what costs are to be included in the estimate.
Theser costs could include computer use,'system support ﬁersonnel
hardware maintenance, facilities, environmental control, facilities.
maintenince, training pé&rsonnel, inservice materials, quipment
located in the schools, and teacher‘and aide time for training
Second it.is important tb dlstlnguish between additional costs and

replacement costs. Some costs are offset by existing expenses.

<Many of the<operations supporfed by WIS-SIM were, presumably,

carried out manuaily prior to the -implementation of the system. x - °
Previous expenses would of fset 4 major portion of system Costs.
"Still, the.implementation of the system appears to result in an
increased school expenditure. The quesfion is whether this increased
sch601 expenditure is offset by-increased student learning. This
report does not permit the direct assessment of cost-benefit, and
only a local school district can determine whether a given-'benefit
per cost is possible and desirable for them. . :

. T s ’ /- ®




d o TABLL LXII 'p—\\\\_/k//F\/

s @TUTING COSTS FOR WIS-SI! (WIGH USKGE)
DMP_(220) | SAPA (180) WDRSD (300) COMB_(700)
1110 *RC TOT TOT/STU _RC TOT TOT/STU Ré TOT TOT/STU RC TOT TOT/SiU - "
DEMAND | $1204 $1633  $2.30 DN§909 51349 $1.90 | S1521  $1961 . $2.80 | $3634 $4524 . $6.45
EXPRESS $904 $1333  $1:90 | $882  $1097  $1.55 | §1141  $1s81  $2.25 $2726  $3616  $5.15
NORMAL | $ 602 $1031 $1.50 | $455 § 870 $1.25 $ 761  $1201  $1.70 $2024  $2914  $4.15
DEFERRED | $ 512 $ 941 $1.35 | $387 $800 S$1.15 | § 646 $1086 S1.55 | 51545  $2433 $3.50
CONVENIENCE | § 422 § 851 $1.20 $318 $ 733 $1.05 $ 5320 5972 $1.40 $1272  $2162  $3.10
XNOC $ 572 $1001  $1.40 $432  $ 847 $1.20 | § 722 $1162  $1.65 $1727  $2617  $3.35
1110-H |
DEMAND $ 904 $1254, $1.80 $682  $1032  $1.45 $1143  $1473  $2.10 $2727  $3365  $4.80
qAEXPRESS ‘| $602.5952 5135 $454  $ 804  $1.15 $ 760 $1092 $1.55 $£él6 52454 $3.50
) NORMAL §301 $651 §.95 | $227 $577 $ .80 | $380 § 712 -$1.00 $ 908 $1546  $2.20
CDEFERRED . | § 211 § 561 $ .80 $159  $509 . § .75 S 266 $598 § :85 $ 636 $1274  $1.80
.\ CONVENIENCE | § 120 § 470 5 .65 $91 $441 § .65 | $152 $484 $ .70 $ 363 $1001  $1.45
\\\nyoc $ 286 $636 $ .90 5216 $ 566 \ .80 $ 361§ 693 $1.00 $ 863  $1501  $2.15
AV . C ey T N
" . *.RC’= Run Charges ‘ . . : )
TOT = Run Charges Plus File Charges - .ot
TOT/STU TOT Charges Per Student on a Basis of 700 Students h
190 ~ B I 1)
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CQMPUTING COSTS FOR WIS-SIM (NORMAL USE) .

@ o

o

Y
a \ ;
T . WDRSD (90)
— r-.
. 1110 RC*x  TOT TOT/STU - -
1110 ,
. M
: DEMAND $414  $778  $1.10
& — '
. EXPRESS $310  $674 $ .95
NORMAL ~$207  $571  § .80 -
DEFERRED $176  $540 § .75 ,
' J CONVENIENCE | 5145 Y509 T .70
e XNDC $197 | $561 $ .80 ,
. . ? 1110-H
: ‘DEMANDZ 7. [F4§310 0 $642  § .90 -
. 'y ) 2 .
' .. ' EXPRESS $207 $539 © § .75 .
) NORMAL . $104  $436 . $-.60 BB
[’\ N N - . _QQ\ -
o - DEFERRED' - §°72. $404 § .58
b -
CONVENIENCE | § 41+ $373. § .53 \
. XNQC §99  $431 $ .60
A —— - }
PR RS
ot AR
- ;‘S’\.‘ »
) vaA ,
’ .\ ( " - A} . ;\
J j a4 o . 9
- : . . . . .
~ ) *RC=RuniCharge§ ~TOT=Run Charges Plus File Charges be/STU=TOT Charges

Per Student on ‘Basis
of 700 Students

]
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. ¢ COSTS OF WIS-SIM \\i \\
3 '
ss | Combined - !
, - High Usage . ‘
$4 L
Monthly ¢
Cost - -]
per “
3
Student A
2 \\ y
4
' -
3 .
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) CHANGES IN SCHOOL OPERATIONS e ‘
School é&préc}gns Summary ' > ’ o

(

@ ! -

In Ma% 1976 and Aprid 1977, administrators and unit leaders at
each of the user, schogdls were surveyed to determine the extent of
changes, in/school opefations made as a result of implementing
changes were taken to include new activities

introduced as a-resylt of WIS-SIM, activities deleted-as a result

of WIS-SIM, and activities modified as a result of WIS-SIM.
. Respondents we® asked to list such activwities under tthe headings of
inservices, meetings, consultatiohq/@ith project staf‘, changes in
- the school schedules, changes in communication procedures, and other .
changesgin school operations. The questionnaire used in this survey
%s shown' in Appendix C. Y o
B Respondents were asked to describe in a senténce each such.
change, noting the length in time and frequency of the activity where
his was relevant. The number of Tespondents to the May 1976 survey
shown in Table LXV. : i

S .y TABLE LXV . ,
. 8 N . .
J NUMBERS OF RESPONDENTS TO CHANGES IN, SCHOOL
" . OPERATIONS éURVEle9f6‘
B 3 A
;l . s - . . '
School’ Unit Leaders M administrators
B ¢ ‘ ' - 4
McFarlahd \ . R\' 4 .. 1
/ . Jacksgon . . 1 /o "1 .
/ \ . / .
Plgver-Whiting : T - ’o ) 2
. Barstow T i 2 g 1
¢ v/’ . o ‘ . ‘ .
_/Northview .o 2 1
"4 . ‘ - ‘ - ¢ ’ )
,/ Henry Ravid Thoreau oA 6 \ 1
. . R - ~ N . .
N\Q\ / Total ] . 15 7\ 7
/ ‘ \ - " - ' - * .
/ *-

N ?he respondents at both garétow and P2over-Whiting indicated no
/ changes other than an initial inservite and meetings with project

25 staff approximately once per .month, or when requested. Generally,
hea the 27 “respondents reported little in the way of changes® to school
N operations as a result of WIS-SIM, and it can.be concluded that ’
//= /I, WIS-SIM has not“resulted in any significant operational changes.
, 7+ Typital responses are outlined below.
. Ptz ' -

|

-

-—
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Inservice. 6 All sghools gpeported the half- day inservice at the
‘commencement of.the 1975-76 school year.
. }
I
’ Meetings. Besides the usual .unit megtings for grouping purposes, «
McFarland found a need for units to meet ‘with the CMI project
. director a few times each semesq\r for ,the purpose of disseminating
current CMI information and modifications. The principal-of the
‘ McFarland schools also-reported meetings with WIS-SIM project staff
- several times per year. The Thoreau School reading spec1a11st, who
) has primary respons1b111ty for implementing WIS-SIM procedures in-,
* that school, reported meetings Wlth teachers and the principal once
every two weeks. ’ ~ ’

"+ Consultations. Because of the full-time appointment of a CMI
project director at McFarlanﬁ% unit leaders reported daily consulta- \a‘ )

< tions with the director. ultations with R. & D staff were-
4 reported at 1-3- per year, in addition to an occasional telephone
consultation{ The principal at McFarland reported a weekly, 3Q:

. minute consultation with the project director. All schools reported
~3\consultations per year with the R & D Center staff. More often
than)not, respondents--mostly administrators--noted thes& consultations . <:

as_helpful. ) ¢
. ’ Y ) ‘ ¢
“ Changes in Sche@yles The Northview principal noted that unit
¢ leaders were now spendlng more time in the classroom. McFarland s
reported some changesﬁln schedule to facilitate, 1nter -unit groupings.
No other schedule changes were reported.

o .
Communication Procedures. Téree schools, McFarland, Northview, ’ &
and Plover-Whiting, reported us1ng IPP's for parent conferenges. ’
McFarland reported that there was a need for more inter-téacher
communication to ensure the proper and timely submission of scores - P N
and requests. One McFarland unit reported the use of IPP's by
. .students for their own record keeping.

There appears to have been little or.ﬁo change in school

operdtions because of the implementation of WIS-SIM. More meetings,
consultatlons, and communication generally seem .to have occurréd as - ’
a result’of implementing WIS-SIM in McFarland, where there are a
full-time projéct—director and project assistant, and all units are
using WIS-SIM for at least two instructional programs. It, therefore,
appears that changes in school operations may be related to the

wamount of usage made of the system. Cons1dering the limited use

"made of WIS-SIM by most of the other user schools, it can be con-
cluded that these schools did not experience any significant bperational
changes when implementing WIS-SIM. This may be a trend for future .
user schools that begin -to use WIS-SIM on a limited basis.’ ‘ T :

. .
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' Analysis of 1977 Survey .

- Y]

. ' Table AXVI lists the number of persons respdbnding to thg changes
: in school operations questionnaire in the April 1977 evaluatian. .

o \ , . \: ’ =~ )‘ _:
‘ : - TABLE LXVI : -
‘ : NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS TO CHANGES IN

“E SCHOOL OPERATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE3i977

N
. ’

School . . . Unit Leaders . Administrators
\ * -

s 7 1 (principal){

.

ﬁcEarland

" Henry David Thoreau 5 . 2 (principal & reading
. ' / ’ specialist)
s ‘ ' : : '
-~ Total 10 K

»

Iz

13

3
)

-

The respondents at Henry David Thoreau indicated no changés in -
school operations other.than those associated with sStudent reports
v and record-keeptng. As in 1976, little change in operations was "’
ppdrted by staff members surveyed. This may be, in pdrt, due to ~
horeau's use of CMI for the seconq'consecutive‘year and McFarland's
use for the third consecutive year. Most changes resulting from
CMI use 'would likely be incorporated into the routine activities
and operations by this time. Responses to the survey are suﬁparizeq
. below. . I / - J
Inservice. The<{§;ervice for staff members of the user schools
in the fall of 1976 was reported. Two respondents indicated the
need for more inservice and a réview session. '

Meetings. Thoreau indicated no change in meetings.. McFarland
repgrtéd that the need for unit meetings for the purpose of grouping ,
is rare, due to CMI and to teachers sharing grouping responsibilities.
Unit ' mgetings are he;d once eaﬁg semester with.the CMI coordinator
for the purpoge of clarifying needs and exa ation of new services.
he McFarland principal indicated much timekzggwqgept writing R
the proposals and pointed out the need for ﬁeniodiggméefingé with
R & D Cénter staff. The McFarland project dineptor*%eported regular -.
meetings were necessary fbr evaluation purposes associated with the
project actixities.‘ - .

. , ‘ .

Consultations with Curriculum Specialists. The reading specialist
at Thoreau reported that consultations had increased considerably.
Contact was, made dyring the year every two to Ebree weeks. The

,/*r/ TRoreau principal indicated an ind{iiji/}n consultations regarding
. “

- .
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evaluation. The McFarlapd staff reported Eonsultations'of varying-
frequencies. Two units held formal, scheduled .meetings once per
semester while one unit met once a ‘month. Informal consultations
with MeFarland's CMI prloject director were held as needed. The

© McFarland principal ipdicated the néed for occasional meetings with

representatives of the- Department of Public Instruction. Several
respondents reported a decrease 1n the frequency of consultations
as compared with last year. - | . °

Changes in School Schedule. All of the McFarland respondents,
except one, indicated there had been nq 'schedule dhanges One unit’
leader, however, reported that students“began using IPP's to plan 4
individual schedules in Study Skills and Comprehension and “that this~
saved some schedullng of classes. Also, the same respondent reported‘
that, occasionally, the'schedule was changed because éroupings‘Were v
not ‘available. Thoreau reported no changes in school schedule.

. Changes in Comﬁﬁnigation Procedures. The Thoreau reading
. specialist noted no great changes except for communication with )
’ " parents*who requested information. . SsEeral McFarland respondents
also pointed to better communlcatlon th parents regarding skills
- accomplished by students One McFarland unit reported the use of
CMI for math progress reports, thusgreduc1ng teacher preparation
. of these reports (academic portion)j the teachers contlnie to

prepare the personal deyelopment portion of reports.q
’ 1 ¢

-«

Other Changes’in School Operations McFarland noted the use of
individual checks on homeroom students' \pr gress twice monthly in - \ff/
gach area. The McFarland pfincipal inditated much time spent with
visitors to the school. -Thoreal red%rte that record-keeping tasks
; +\ had been shortened with the use of CMI ‘reports thét replaced the .
manual methods. © . >

. —~ \ . As in the 1975-76 schoel year,- there hppeat tp have been few.
. - 7 changes in the overall operations of the user schdols as a result of
he implementation of WIS-SIM. McFarland neports more change than, )
horeau, which is to be expected, given ,thelir high level.of CMI .
sage in three curricular areas ‘and, also, the presence o} a full-time
. CMI prOJeEt director. Even there, however, {ittle change was reported ~
¢ except at the classroom level® Since CMI assists in the management )
Ty of an existing organizational structure with existing'curricula,
little change would be predicted.
L 4

[y . v A ’

, STAFF ATTITUDES TOYARD WIS-SIM

[} N

Administrators, unit leaders, ‘and teachers in each of the seven :

user schools were surveyed in May 1976 to ascertain uder perceptions

of WIS SIM's effects (1) on improving the quallty of instructional .

. decision making, (2) in providing better use of time, and (3) in Ct

s providing betternlnformatlon to parents. Comparable information was
- not colléctd as a part of the 1977 evaluation.

Q ) B ) ) 198 h
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The results from thg two McFarland schoois. were ‘considered
jointly because .separate school identities were not coded onto the
questionnaire forms and because these two schools operate as ong,
in many respects. The number of respondents %s shown 4in Table LXXI
below. Only those staff who had used WIS SIM serv1ges were«asked to

« complete the questLonnalre

k4
.

TABLE LXVII \

-

’ A -

RESPONDENTS ‘TO QUESTIONNAIRE ON ADVANTAGES OF WIS-SIM .

-

: Adninistrators ~Unit Leaders Teachers Total .

ii.Farland 1 4 6 11
i Jackson e 1., 1 2° 4.
.Plover-Whiting ~ 1 , 1 4 , 6
Barstow 1 2 5 8
Northview 1, . 2 ‘ 10 13
Thoreay 1 4 . 6 11
» \ - *
— r
ALl Schqols o 6 14 33 53
. o\ ) . .
. . ) . \
Tables XXVIII to LXXX give the. proportlon of respondents by N

staff categgry, within each school, and across all schools for each
possible response. Each of .the first six ‘questions (11 parts in all)
was presented-in the form of a 5-point rating scale, and the responses
are shown as frequencies and proportjions under each of the ‘five ’
possible responses. A summary of the mean, overall ratings is .
presented in Table LXXXV. . . ) ..

’ ‘ ' \-’ -

The ratings of the' responsiveness and utility of WIS-SIM is, on
the average across all ratings, are at .about thé mid-peint of the
five-point sgale This Ts not a very positive finding. Several of
the forms, as indicated by the summary in Table LXXXI, were rated
below the mean: (i.e., more responsive and useful): quality of
decisions regarding instructional planning and student groupings,

. effect on comprehensiveness of instructional program, effect on the
sequencing of skills of instructional programs, effect on‘meeting
individual student needs, effect on student achievement ,and effect
on quality of information. One item questionéd the extent to which
WIS-SIM had replaced the teacher as an instructional decision maker.
The response; not at all, was as anticipated. .

v * - J

.
© . , v
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TABLE XXVIII (

| v i
RESPONSIVENESS OF WIS-SIM TO NEEDS FOR INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

. M
' >

School N : V.egl Responsive Not at all Responsive Mean
ST, o 1 2 3 4 5
. { McFarland 17 3 7 1 1.82
Jackson 4 1 2 1 ‘ 2.00
Plover-Whiting 6 1 1~ 1 1 2 -13.33
Barstow ‘ 8 : \ R 8 5.00
Northview | 12 : 1l - 1 i 3 3.50
Thoreau ) 11 1 3 6 1 2.73
. . N . . ~
= " . i —
All Schools 322 6 (11%) 14 (27%) 16 (31%) 2 (4%) 14 (27%)]3.08
4 g Il
i g '
¥ - ' 1 . e’
TABLE LXIX ' i N

RESPONSIVEMESS OF WIS-SIM TO NEEDS FOR INSTRUCTIONAL DECISION MAKING

. ’ Very Responsive Not at all Responsive
Sc'hool N 1 2 3 4 5 Mean
» McFarland 11 3 7 1 .o 1.82
~ Jackson - 4’,\5} 1 3 2.75 %
Plover-Whiting 6 1 1 - .1 "3 4.00
-Barstow 8", ¥ ) 8 [ 5,00
Northview 12 T2 . s 2 3 3.50
. . \ . -
, . Thoreau a 11 3 7 1 712.36
‘ - 1 - N 2
-All Schools 52 3 (6%) 14 (27%) 17 (33%) 3 (6%) 15 (28%)|3.25

/

=
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) .TABLE-LXX ~ ~ ’ ; RS
s . c - o, N \ N . . .
; . RESPONSIVENESS OFDWIé7§IM TO NEEDS FOR INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING
L4 N ‘ . . . ¢ _'.
y o , . f, s e
. &«, . ’ » L%
. School N Very Responsive Nat at‘all Resyon‘sive Mean 2
°° _ 1- 2 3 4 5
1 - 4' ) k’ <7, - 'l -
. McFarland 11 3 6 2 L 1.91 . N
L~ Jackson o . 1 2 1 3.00 ., .
i %“ Plover-Whiting - 6 1 A 2 2 3.83 | .
, Barstow ' 8 L . . -8 5.00 ‘
Northview "12 ) 1 6 . 2 3, ,13.58 |
Thorean . 11~ 2 ) 2 7 6 1 "12.27
7 » T — ,- 1"
All Schools 52 S (10%) 11 (21%) 17 (33%) 5 (10%) 14 (27%Z)3.23 |. -
- ‘ N .
- » l & . o . . ’
S TABLE L¥XI ' I o
N . R \t
] ': ' . . , : ¢ ‘. ~* . N 4 /
, CHANGE IN AMOUNT OF TIME .SPENF IN INSTRUGTIONAL PLANNING -
‘ _ 'AND GROUPING STUDENTS : ' ’
. ’ L . > Much Less Time Much More Time oL \ o
; Schoo N' 1 7 .\ 3 X i 5 ?Mean' . : .
“McFarland 10 3. 3 2 1 1| 2.40
Jackson 1.4 | 1 - . - 2 1 . 4 2.75
Plover-Whiting 6. : L, 3 1. 2 - . 2.81 - .
Barstow 8 _ i L 8 . ' 3.00 ’
: Worthview . | 1k , 1 5 0\ 4 2 3.64 | %
e Thoreau 9 4 o 8 . "1 - 3.11
< ' . ot
. ) ,’ ! . -
ALl Schools 48 4 "4 27 -8 5 312 |
‘ . © (8 1/2%) (81/2%) (56%) (16 '2/3%) (10%) 1"
»‘,. . : » :
: . ' . . _
; . \ \\ e
S - . . i y Ve
- ] ¥ .
-~1 N
~ 2~O'-L( , I 4 » '.'
& - - - ’




TABLE LX*¥TI

- <«

QUALITY OF DECISIONS RE INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING AND STUDENT GROUPINGS

Séhool . N Mdth.Higher.Qpality . Much Lower Quality Mean
- . , 1 2 . 3 4 5

McFariland 11 4 6 - 1 . 1.73
" Jackson R | 4 1 3 ' ) 2,75
' Plover-Whiting | 6 N '3 3.50
. Barstow 8 ) 6 . 2 3.50
. Northview 12 . 2 8 2 ) 3.00
Thoreau 11 4 4 2 1 ‘| 3.00
All Schools " 52 4 (8%) 14 (27%) 25 (48%) 4 (8%) 5 (9%) 2.85

R - 3

TABLE LXXIIT .
R

EXTENT THAT COMPUTER HAS REPLACED TEACHER AS INSTRUCTIONAL

DECISION MAKER

s

Very Much ' Not at all

School' el N - 1 7 3 i 5 Mean
McFarland 11 1. 1 & 1 4 3.54
, , Jackson = 4 1t 1 2 4,25
. Plover-Whiting "6 1 5 2,67
5 Barstow : 4 - 8 8 5.00"
-Northview 13 1 ., 3. 2 7 4.15
N Thoreau . f 11 . . 1 10 4,91

ch : : , ‘

. , . - 6 *

. All Schools(/ 53 1 (2%) 2 (4%) 9 (17%) 5 (10%) 36 (68%) | 4.38

]
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« TABLE LXXIV ~ °,
. ";,.. ‘ =4 . ~ .
. o ' HELPFULNESS OF WIS-SIM OVERALL
Ao .,\:u,‘ ‘
: . Very Helpful _ Not at all Helpful .
School , g_ 1 2 3 4 5 Mean
’ ’ ’
McFarland 11 5 4 2 \ 1.73
Jatckson "4 1 1 2 2.25-
N Plover-Whiting 6 ) 2 2 2 3.67
Barstow ' 8 4 . ' 3 1- 4 4.12-
Northview 13 . 5 - 7 1 3:69
. Thoreau 11 1 1 7 1 1 3.00
"All Schools 53- 7| 1 (4%) 8 (15%) 19 (36%) 11 (21%) 8 (15%)-| 3.09
., TABLE LXXV :
CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF TIME SPENT TEACHING
3 - : ) /
School N Mgch.Larger Proportion Small Prop?rtion Mean
. 1 2 3 4 5 .
McFarland .10 1 ‘2 6 1 2.70
w et Jackson . 4 ] ° 3 - 1 3.25
Plover-Whiting 6 [ 4 1.1 3.50
Barstow o7 6 " 1 [ 3.28
Northview . 112 p 1 8 2 1 3.25
Thoreau N 11 Y . 11 ) ~13.00
. ¥ ! I‘
b - ) RS : o, T
All Schools 50 . 1 (2%) 3 (6%) 38 (76%) 5 (10%) 3 {6%) 3.12

A ¢ . . ’ lv
' A .
. Al Y k4 N «
< . . -
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. TABLE LXXVI

WIS-SIM'S'_EI;‘FECT ON COMPREHENSIVENESS

139

OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

School N Much More Comprehensive MPch Less’ Compreh. Mean
N 1 . 2 3 4 5
MgFarland 11 3 6 1 1 2.00
Jackson . 4 1 3 s \ 2.50
Plover-Whiting 6 1 1 ————-*r‘*”‘f3“**—-lﬁg" 4 3.33.
Barstow 7 6 1 3.28
Northview 11 2 5 3 1 L3.27
Thoreau® 11 1 1 9 2,73
‘ : s

All Schools 50 |6 (122) 10 (20%) 24 (48%) 7 (14%) 3 (6%) | 2.82
. /’-‘—/ { ¢ Y
- ’ @,

TABLE LXXVII

WIS-SIM'S EFFECT ON SEQUENCING ‘OF

4 % .
SKILLS OF. INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS \ .
. 7’

School N | Muclf Higher guali;y 3Much LoZer Qualétz Mean
McFarland 11 e 2 4 1 2,18~
Jackson ' - 4 # 1" 2 1 3.00
Plover-Whiting- 6 2 1 7 1 *3.00
Barstow 6 - 6 3.00
Northview 11 2 6 <2 T 3.18
Ehoreau 11 2 9 2.82
All Schools 49, 6 (12%2) 7 (14%) 28 (57%) 5 (10%) 3 (6%) 2.84

o~

'

1
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TABLE LXXVIIE
WIS-SIM'S EFFECT ON MEETING INDIVIDUAL ,STUDENT NEED
O @ ) ‘ ' .
o>,
) ? . R
Scﬁool N Much Higéer Quality Much Lower Quality Mean
: 1 f 2 3 4 R
McFarland 11 o 0 1 C1, - T L, 917
Jackson 4 2 2. 2.50™
Plover-Whiting' | ¢ | 1 1 3 1 3.50
Barstow /| 8 . 8 .3.00
Northview - 12 . 2 6 3 1 3.25
. Thoreau : 11 3 6 2 » 1.91
| g .
' O
’All Schools 52 {8 (15%) 15 (29%) 20 (38%) 7 (13%) 2 (4%) 2.61
{ ‘ s
\
. AN
"TABLE LXXVIX .o
: . y
v JIS-SIM'S CFFECT Ol STUDENT ACHIEVEHENT‘
School N Much Higher Quality Much Lower Quality Mean
' S | 2 3 4 . 5
McFarland 11 4 5 1 . 1 g 1.91
Jackson 4 . 2 2 « 2,50
Plover-Whiting 6 1, 1 3 1 3.50
Barstow 8 8 . 3.00
.Northview 12 2 6 3 3.25
Thoreau 11 1 4 "6 2.45
All Schools 52 6 (12%) 13 (25%) 24 (46%) 7 (13%) 2 (4%) 2.73 |

<
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TABLE LXXX , -
R ° i ' - . ° I4
R % fqis-sm's EFFECT ON QUALITY OF INFORMATION
v " . 7 '
' School N Much Higher Qpality Much Less Quality Mean
. ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 .
< §
3 . Y
McFarland 11 4 700 2.64
Jackson ’ 4 o4 3.00
Plover-Whiting 6 1 . 4 1 3.00
Barstow 8 ‘ 8 - 3.0Q
Northviey 12 .1y -9 1 1 3.17
. Thoreau / 11 "3 -8 g 2.73
' ' - , ’ . a! .
3
« e' 1> ‘ :
All Scr/ools 52 1 (27%) 8 (15%) 40 (77%) l\(Z%) 2 %) 2.90
i . .

v .

-
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. TABLE LXXXI N
. ‘ . R
, MEAN" RATINGS OVER ALL RESPONDENTS AND ON fgfj,:‘
- .‘ ALL ITEMS OF SECTION A: ATTITUDEES TO&RD €JIS_-'SIM
‘”' g ' * ’ . S
- . i / . ¢
- 1 (a) 160/52 = 3.08 - Responsiveness to Needs for Information Management
i (b) . 169/52 = 3.25 . Responsiveness to Needs fo;\(nstructlonal
. ' > .
] . +. Decision Making .
. s’ \ b' . .. .
4 . () .-168/52 = 3.23 " Responsiveness to Needs for Instructional
. ¢ ’ Planning . . .
- . . v
) ;
2 (a) = 3.1% . Amount of f&me Spent in Instructional Planning
) ’
(b)" = 2.85 Quality of Decisions of Instructional Plsﬁning
. = v 1 . .= S « .
3 (a) '5 4.38 " Replaced Teacher as Instructional Decision Make i ’
‘ (b) 164/51 3.09  Helpfulness of WIS-SIM Overall

4y, 156/50 =43.12 Proportion of Time Spent Teaching _

5 (a) 141/50 = 2.82 Comprehensiveness of Instructional Program

(b)  139/49 ="2.84 Sequencing Skills of Instructienalr}rogggms

(¢) 136/52 = 2.61 . Meeting Individual Student Needs :

2

) (d) 142/52 = 2.73 Student Achievement . ?

6 151/52 = 2.90 Quality of Information

] .
‘ -
/ . 4 BN
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The variation in school responses should also be noted. .
SgFarland, the s.§;em's'largest user, is consistgently the most positive O
out the usefulness and effects of the system. Barstow, essentially
a non-user of the system, is least positive, having not. a single
rating less than 3.0 and several.at 5.0. Thoreau had the second
most positiye ratings, on the alerage, and they were the system's ;
second largest user neay the end Yof the 1975-76 school year. . *
" Positive respdnse appeaj¥ to be directly related to frequent use.

a——zt o T

b

L e————rer

Given /that McFarland was the most frequeqt and most .stable user®
tem over the 1975-76 pilot test year, an analysi , f their
respons¢s would seem appropriate. All of McFarland's reépon%es,

for the item concefning the replacement of the teacher as the
deci6ion maker were less than 3.0. Seven,of their responses averaged
or less and the reméining four were- between 2.0 and 3.0. , .
McFarland teachers were Mmost positive about the effects of WIS=SIM

on the quality of instructional decision making for instructional
planning and grouping, overall helpfulness, responsiveness to needs
for instructional decision making, responsiveness to needs for
instruetidnal planniug, effect on meeting-individumal student needs,
and ef%ect on- student achievement. This yser scﬂaol reflects a very
positive picture of the usefulness and effects of WIS-SIM in the

primary areas the system was designed to impact. . 2
. ‘ .

Eight suggestions

erd received from usersﬁ\ one from Thoreau,
one from Northview, a

six from the McFarland s ools. he main ¢
recyrring suggestion grom the three schools referjred .ysing other . .
bas for grouping. ,/Some data suggested as bein useful \when \

forming groups included:

. . : 5
§ 1. Pretest scores . . . ~ Ca,
. . . L

2. Learning-style information . . - .

3. Rates of learning. ) -
Other suggestions included: (1) changing the skill prerequisites aty
séme levels (program not mentioned); (2) improving WIS-SIM's K
capability for reportding to parents; (3) inclusion in the student
data base of other data such as number of reading books read, music <:
marks, and- art marks. v !

~

The results indﬁcate that positive attitudes vary directly
with frequency of use. Schools. that use the system tend to have .
more positive attitudegs. It should not be inferred that use causes
positive attitudes, howéver,.because many factors- may affect both
use and attitudes. Attitudes may very well affect use. Overall
attitudeés were somewhat positive in several of the areas expecfed.
Attitudes of high use schools were positive in most, and at
McFarland in all, areas anticipated. It is concluded that, in
schools where ‘the system is used frequently, teachers perceive it as

.having the anticipated effects on decision making and educational . :
outcomes. 4 :

-~
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Co © SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

. ) . .
4 . . € \ [

General ’ N

4

' . The Wisconsin System for Instructional Management (WIS-SIM)
: . is a computer-based management. information system designed to assist
+ teachers with the instructional management functions as well as’ ]
provide the requisite record keeping and clerical tasks involved when
instruction is individuifized. WIS-SIM is not a curricular program,
are programs within computerfassisted instruction (CAI), but has as
objectives the collecting and processing of student information,
and \gupplying this information at appropriate times and places so
that iNds directly applicable for instructional decision maKing.
When the ropriate information is supplied to instructional deglsion
makers in sable format, efficiency and quality of decision maling
improves. 'Teachers, students, and adhinistrators continuously need
- information through which they can evaluate instructional decision
making.

< , The aims of computer managed instruction (CMI) concepts and

practices go beyond traditional student accounting.
from the growing evidence that indicates the strength
information system” lies in its helping school systems

This results
of a management
adapt their

. instructional programs-to meet individual needs while maintaining
N necess control., It is, then, the purpose.of a CMI system to:
optimiz the learning environment and to maximize the educational

progress for each child, while making ‘efficient use of school
resources: human, f1nanc1a1, and material. The system is designed

individualized instructien.

‘e

: so that it becomes a human and machine 1ntenaction, focuséd upon

The purpose'of this report is to evaluate the rggults‘o a
two-year pilot test of WIS-SIM. This evaluatlon is primarily "
formatlve, i.e., it"is d1rected toward the collettion of information
useful in improving the design and 1mp1ementat10§5§f the system,
rather than in making final judgements about its rth. 1In a
broader eense, this evaluation provjdes a test of proof of. concept,
that is] an assessment of whether or not it is possible toXdesign a
CM1 gystem capable of supporting -information and decision ;gQi;sses

"of’ipdividualized programs of instruction, such as Individual

Gu%d d Education.

~ o .
145 - -
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S The six primary design goals “that gulded the dauélopment of

A
-

WIS-SIM are:

b
’

To facilitate the learning environment fox each child in
terms of the instructional and organizational requirements
of IGE

' i _' :
To provide information that f? useful to educatiodal’
decision makers -at the unit, school, and drstrict levels.

To 1mprove communications with parents and upgrade the
quality of reporting to them about student ach1evement /

To make™ minimal demands on teachers to, learn the system.

To make minimal demands on teachers to.pe¥form tasks that
are different from normal classroom activities and, where
possible, to reduce the paper work requlrementiof school
personnel. v '
"To make computer management of instruction ava11ab1e to a
large number of IGE schools.

’

A framework. for the evaluatidh of management information

" systems was developed,,lt ocontains two major dimensions of three

levels each. The dimension of formative, evaluation processes:
functioning, utilization, and effects, and the dimension of information
type: actual, perceptual and judgemental. Together, these two
dimensions form a nine-cell matrix within which the information
collected in this formative assessment of WIS-SIM may be placed.

The report was organized accord1ng to the threeﬂiormatlve evaluation
processes. Functioning focuses on whether the various components of
the management information system, both human and physical, are

capable of operating in accordance with design expectations.

Utilization is concerned with those management processes with which

the system is be1ng employed and whether these processes aré consistent
with those identified in the system design.. Effects are those

results ac/«eved from ut{lization of .the- system. In this sectioll,

the extent to which’ the ohjectives of the system are being

attained is examined. . .
L]

. * 3 ~.
. 4 i
,7 Seven schools *located in Wisconsin school districts

‘¢

marticipated in the pilot test,” All seven of these schools participated

- during the ¥first year of-the 6tudy, and three oﬂ those schools

continued participation dur ng the second year. -The pilot test
period began in Aggust, .1975, and ended in June, <1977. *The ‘!
participating scibols varijed widely in size and structure, from the
small Barstow Efementary School in Waukesha with 136 students, to
Thoreau School in Milwaukee with 650 Students The McFarland Schools,




_but shared one with neighboring Nonthview School“ Jackson and

s, . - . ) t,

w

> . . <
gther, operated it’many respects as a single school with 700 students.

- McFarland was the first school brought up on WIS-SIM ‘and was &he
- largest user of the system over the pilot test period, using it in

support of thrée curricula: Developing Méthematical Processes (DMP;W

. the Wisconsin Design for Readlngg%kill Development (WDRSD), and oo . ’ \

Science...A Process Approach (SAPA) 7 P . .
“ -
The schools part1c1pat1ng in the pilot test used dlfferent

organlzatlonal arrangements. - McFarland had a fuméﬂtime project
director for WIS-SIM, supported through a supplementd]l ESEA Title
IITI grant. Thoreau used a reading coordinator at the school to
supervise the implementatidp of WIS-SIM. The other schools- ‘did not
have a specifically designat®d person té coordinate WIS- SIM and the
prlnc1pal assumed these additional resp sibilities. All schools
identified aides to operate the\computzzntefminal *In some cases,
—
these aides’were assigned other respon bilities in the school}
in other cases, work with WIS-QEM was their only respon51b111ty
Barstow did not have a computer termlnal Jocated “in the school

was also located in Jackso School The McFarland Schools shared a )
terminal for mést of the pllot test period, but 1n'March 1977,‘9 second
termlnal was added to ease the load on the first one. . <

>
i

- -

Plover-Whiting shared a terminal for one-half year, until a terminaid . e
|
|

Prior to proceeding to a reviey Siﬁghe findlngs in the sectloﬁs

on functioning, utilization, and'effects, a discussion of the. - J

reasons for several schools not part1c1pating in the second year

of the pilot test is included. . - N
/ o - )T‘w' N 3 . L)

Schools Not Participating in the Second Year of the Pilot Test o

Y N,

.
nd . . .

Waukesta. As mentloned during the two-year pilot test, seven v

‘Wisconsin schools in ‘four Wisconsin school districts were-included

in the study. Only two of those schools, in ley one schodl ) ’
district, continued for the duration’ of the pilot test; another,-
Thoreau School in Milwaukee, was added mid- first year and continued

" for the remainder of the pilot test. It might be added that all three ' ' ¢

of these schools will continue to utilize WIS-SIM for “the 197%-78 _y P
school year. Four schools, however, were using WIS-SIM in 1975 76,w‘ J/’/’

.but did not contingue through the second year of the pilot test,
‘these being -the schools in Waukesha and Stevens Point. All fdur

schools were not continued by mutual agreement and, in the case of. -~
the Stevens Point Schools, redu tigns_in both the projeét's budget

and the district's CMI budget was. a major reason. This evaluation .

of WIS-SIM would be incomplete without some reference .to the schools

that did not continue. Interviews were conducted with- the staff of

all these schools before and after the decision was made to.terminate,

in an attempt to 1dent1fy factors that 'may have been. assocxated withs
the decision.: . S o

.
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The two, schools in Waukesha are located\in close preximity to
each other, within two miles. One schogl, Bahgtow, was quite small -
and the other, Northview, was of medium-size wiXh 453 students.

These two schools shared a terminal located in rthview Elementary
School. The invitation.to include these schools the pilot test
was initiated through a district-level supervisor EQ the principals.
A district-wide meeting “was held with eletwentary principals, in
order to describe WIS-SIM-and-ask for volumteer schools, Liftle
idirect contact was made with teachers prior to the prinéipdig'
decision to participate and, consequently, the school staff*lackéd -/ -
an understanding and commitment to the study. Most teachers 'in the
Waukesha Sphgg;s never appeared to trust the sysfem to'a point
where they felt they could dispense with their manual record system;
consequently, they saw the system as making . ore, rather, than less,
work for them.’ . ‘ " .
R4
At the same time as the pilot test was procé%ding, the two
Waukesha Schools were i ementing a commercial form of the DMP
curriculum. Materials or this program 'did not arrive on time and the
math program could not b operly implemgnted in the IGE forfiat.
» Two conditions affecting the success of WIS*8I¥ occurred. Figst,
a reverse halo effect occurred; WIS-SIM was linked with the negative
feeling toward the DMP curriculum and the problems with its imple-
mentation. Second, since the cirriculum could not be properly
implemented, that is, grouping could not or did not take place, the
management sysdem was not seen as essential to the teachers' needs.
Little or no use was made of the DMP system by Waukesha teachers,
especially at Barstow School, during the. year of the pilot test in
which they participated. The size of' Barstow School mdy, itself,
‘have been a factor in its disuse of WIS-SIM. Since it was a very .,
small school& its management problems may not have been as pressing *
‘as those of larger schools. *

' No one in the Waukesha Schools, at the school level, took:
responsibility for implementing WIS-SIM. While the principal was )
knowledgeable about the system, having\been thesprimary point of ~ -
contatt and having completed the inservice.course, he was not
_knowledgeable enough to deal with the many teacher questions apd

- concerns, and lacked an enthusiasm for the system. In any event,
he did not have sufficient time to de&gte to the implementation .

" of WIS-SIM. Additionally, the R & D Center did not provide Sufficient
o ¢support to these schools during the early’part of the pilot test. '
The development of new systems and training materials and the support
of a large number of schools in portion to project staff size
led  to miniﬂgl’jield support for these schools. Finally,; the .

computer-terminal aide in Waukesha was not alfocfited any fixed time
for work at the terminal. The aide's time was shared.between this
responsibility and other classroom responsibilities. Teachers
wanted “the aide to-spend time on classtoom respopsibilities at
the -cdst of less time spent in work on the terminal.

I
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Theése factors, then, are believed to have affected the decision
of the Waukesha Schools té terminate their, partlcipation in the
pilat test at thé end of the first $ear: lack of complete under-
standing and commitment on the pdrt of 'teachers; concurrent problems

with the melementatlo eikahugw curriculum which was to be supported

by .WIS- SIM, not £ollo ing e instructional model around which the_
“system was de31gned j% aring a\computer -terminal; ‘lack of a:
coordinator at the s hpol level™or the ipplementation of the system;
inadequate field support from the 'D Center; conflict in the )
*allocation of aide's time for computer-terminal operation; and, in
the case’ of Barstow School, restricted acces$ to the shared computer

terminal as well as the smqll size of the school.

.

Stevens Point. The Stevens Point schools entered the pilot
test early in the 1975-76. school year. Teacher and principal
consent.was secured prjor to their agreement to participate, and
they were enthusiastic about the potential 'of the system. A-single
terminal was located in the Plover-Whiting School,which was to
bé used by both schools. Since the distance between the two schools
was several miles, Jackson School d¥d not make frequent use 6f the
system. A terminal was added in the.Jackson School about mid-first ¢
year and their usage increased greatly. The computer=terminal aides
in Stdvens Point were- quite good, felt at ease with their work, and
were allocated time for it. No coordinator for WIS-SIM, other than
the pr1nc1pa1 was present in either school. Some early concerns

were raised by teachers about errors in the student dath.8ase. These o

errors‘resulted from improper coding of past student achievement
information by teachers, which may in turn have been a result of
inadequate instructions during the training sessions. Field support
was also insuffic1ent for these schools. Still, at the end of the
first pilot test year, both Plover-Whiting and Jackson appeared to’
be, and were, succedsful users of the systen.
N H

The second year was a different story. The efberienced aides
had left; no one was coordinating the implementation at the school
kevel; the data bases neegx to be updated; a teacher, strike was .
1oom1ng, and a date for an inservice_could not be agreed upon Also,
it was becoming clear to the R & D Center that the preject's budget
would not support the continuatibn of all pilot test schools.
Additionally, the future of the project was uncertain. As timé went
on, the situation worsened. No inservice was held. The R & D
Center did not want to encourgge Steven¢ Point's participation,
only to possibly have to withdraw support in a month or two; so
nothing was done. The Stevens Point Schools continued to have the
terminals available, but made “fittle or no use of thenf’during the
second pilot test year. They were, as it turned out, non-participants
in the pilot test during that year,.

[
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SUMMARY' OF THE FINDINGS .
The evidence collected ds a part of this two- year pilot study
has been reported in detail in Chapters II, IIE, and IV 9f this
report. These discussions are summarized in the following sections
on system functlinng, utllizatlon, and effects

S : A

<

—

-

4fSystem Functioning
System functioning is concerned with' the>capabilities of ‘both
the human and physical elements of the system and -their ability to
perform in accordance with design expectat;ons In order to train .
and to assess whether or not system users were knoéledgeable aPout .
and able to use the system, inservice sessions were held. The &
inservice program held in the fall of 1975 was .comprehensive a '
lasted for about three hours. The sessions held jn the fall 1976
were ‘much shorter,  since participating schools had completed at -
least a year of prior use. The 1976 sessions were'refresher courses.

Inservice results for 1975 were successful in changing
partlclpants knowledge about and understanding of WIS-SIM. Scores,
on the average, increased about four points or 20 percent to a mean Y .
score of about 17 out of 20. These differences between the
pretest and posttest are statistically significant. Respondents e
att1tudes toward CMI and its usefulness were generally positive
pre-inservice and were significantly more positive following the
inservice. ’Inservice sessions for the aides operating the computer
terminals were also held, although some aides did not have supervised
training on the terminal. Aides receiving supervised training ,
successfully completed a checklist designed to assessstheir ability
to operate the terminal-and carry out‘WIS—S%M operations. > *

S
¢

Attitudes towagd éne inservice wlre positive as well. "ﬂ
Participants’ generally felt that the sessions were useful and emphasized
important points. Some additional emphdsis might havé been P aced
on requesting and 1nterpret1ng reports and less time spent in the
work sessions on school data.

\
+The 1976 inservice.was assessed only in terms of. general
attitudes toward CMI at the end of the sessions.’ These assessments . -
proved to be quite' positive, as they were the previous’ ys’?. ~

Testing of system software «components was conducted by project
staff as they were finalized, and a test of the complete system
was conducted prior to implementation in the schools. A year-long
developmental tryout yas conducted in four schools during the 1974-75
school year, resulting in system design changés and improvements
prior to the beginning of the two-year pilot test,
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P The ability "of the system $0 respond to users' need for informa- -
tion within a reasonable time was also examiped.” Turn-ardund
/ requirements were determined to be typically overnight, occasionallye
‘ within a few hours, and rely within an houxr.” WIS-SIM was design&d, .
« howeve;, tdfte capable of responding to all Tequests within one-half
” * hour. Turn-around time was deflned as the time between the entering
of a request at ¢t termlnal and the receipt of "the repd®t backeat .
the termin G assessment was made of the processirg of. thefrequest
- at the school level between the teacher and the computer“terminal )
’ aide, n of the return of the report from the terminal aide to -~
the requesting“teacher In 1976, turn-around times averaged 21.7
- and 69.3 minuges for DMP/SAPA and WDRSD, respectively. In 1977, ,
these times were reduced to 18.4 and 13.8 minutes, respectlvely
The latter Yyears' results ware within the specifled thirty-minute . ¢
criteria. . - .
S 0 The functlonlng of the system in the areas investigated appears .
. v “ to be according to design expectations. 'Still, there are areas of
needed 1mprovemeqt and these will be addressed in a later séction

on recommendations. . R '
- " . N s * -
* N . o

System Utilization °

-

.The, system utilization dimension of tﬂe evaluation design
relates to the management processes for “which the sysfem is being
employed and the consistency of those processes with those, identified
in the system design. The dimensich of WIS-SIM utilization was

evaluated by addressing the following issues:- - ,
T ’ 1. ,Actual level: . e ¢
. o ) )
<. ¥
- . a. Number and type of system\%ccesses,
N - * ¢
2. Perceptual level: ‘ .
a. U,sag‘ of reports. .y
4& b. Aﬁgiapriateness of’ reports. -

: 0 5 - J 4
c., Usefulness of mggyfts.' Lo o .

. d. Schoql tasks supported by WIS-SIM." ’ . .
! .
Number and type of system accesses by WIS-SIM users were estimated , /fo

by tabulatidn of system logs during selected' periods. The McFarland

. Schools were, by far, the most frequent users of the system, averag- «
ing 74.0 accesses per week in 1975 76 and 124. {5 accesses ‘per week .
. in 1976-77. Most o(\ihe accesses by all ugers were for the purpose
of grading. The oth most frequently used.'WIS-SIM functions were

the Individual Performance Profiles, (IPP s) and Instructiondl
Grouping Recommendations (IGR's).
A - - - {

\\\T:D s ' ! o . -
S 15 o )
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Unit leaders, tcachers, and aides 'in each of the user schools !
were surveyed to determine what uses were being made of WIS~SIM
reports. The majority of respondents dig,not indicate uses of
reports other than' those for which the reports were designed.
However, many.of the uses reported represented creative, additional
applications.
Respondents rated the WIS-SIM reports quite hlgh with respect
to appropriateness The only exception to this high rating was the
Prerequisite Deficiency Report (PDR). Suggestions for modification
of reports were also obtained and will be considered in future
revisions and updates of the system.\ . LR ' -
.)t‘ - -
The WIS-SIM users-also evaluated the usefulness of the reports
or, more specifically, the‘usefulness of the information contained
in the reports when making decisions about the instruction of
students. The respondents consistently rated the reports quite high
with regard to wusefulness. The consistency of the ratings obtained -
in 1977 with those obtained in 1976 appears to indicate an on-going
satisfaction with the reports

2

The utilization of S-SIM is assumed to affect certain tasks
in the school. Users were surveyed to identify thdse tasks supported
by the CMI system. The questionnaire administered contained twenty-
seven ‘tasks typical for IGE schools for which the respondefts
indicated whether their role or responsibilities had changed because 4
of WIS-SIM. :

. Proportionately few respondents reported the perception that
the usage ‘of WIS-SIM had completely replaced a manual task or pros
cedure. Likewise, few tasks were considered extra because of
.WIS-SIM. Tasks considered most affected by WIS-SIM included: ~
~< .

o

1. Idedtifying individual student instructional needs.

"
.

2. Maintaining individual performance profiles.

3.” Grouping studentk for instructional purposes.

The tasks in which the users considered their role to bé changed -
included: : , “ ' o

B . - $

1. Maintaining individual performance periles

\;’. e

2. _Maintaining unit performance profiles
It-is of interest and significance that perception of role change or
regponsibility change as a result of WIS-SIM appears to closely
" _parallel the perception of tasks affected by WIS-SIM.



System Effects

The system effects dimension of the evaluation design addresses
the question of the results achieved from ucilization of the system
and the extent .to which objectives of the system are being achievkd.
The five issues discussed as system effects are:

)

+

*/

-

I. Actual level: : .
;. Teacher time usage. . — .
' " b. ,Student‘achievement.
c. System costs.,
. 2. Perceptual level: .
“~z+ Change in school qperations.

3. Judgemental level:

a. Desirébility of system effects.

> g"“' ' - ) ;v
- ’ The data related to the allocation of time to the areas of '-3/
. planning, instruction, and clerical tasks appear to indigcate a
* . -
reduction of amount- or percent of time required for clerival tasks.

-

Subjective  comments by the teachers tend to confirm this
conclusion. However, due to a large variance in the data, statistically
significant findings cannot be reported. Subjective teacher comments
regarding planning time indicate that; although. the actual hours
involved have not changed appreciably, the planning prodcess is

more effective and more ‘is accomplished during the time.

Student achlevement subsequent to the. implementation and use
of WIS-SIM at the ‘McFarland Schools can be shown to exhibit a
ositive trend. As discussed in the section dealing with this topic,
achievement effects must be interpreted with some caution, as they
are subJect to ' the influence of a large number of factors in the !
s ' school environment. -

The cost of WIS-SIM may vary widely depending.on factors such
as level of usage, curricular areas supported by the system, cogsuter‘
. services costs, staff development, .hatdware used, and personnel® )
- An illustratiye example of WISsSIM cost may be drawn from Table XVIII.
Support for 700 students for WDRSD using a normal turn- around mode
on a Univac 1110 computer would cost approximately $,80 per student
per morth, or about $5600 total cost per year. It should be noted
that the costﬂior instructional support may not increase by .this .
total amount ir that the management system originally used would
have been replaced. o .

’,

. ' 1
. ' b
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Computer managed instruction is not prohibitively expensive
for all school systems, espec1a11y those having access to an appro- .
‘priate computer facility. It probably,would not be cost-effective
for all.schools, however, depending on the size of the school,
its organizational structure, and the degree of its IGE implementation.
Cost-effectiveness of WIS-SIM rests on its potential as a management
1nstrument not as a record keeping device,

With the exception of some increase in the frequency of meetings
and consultations between teachers and staff closely associated.
with actual system usage, there appear to have been few changes
’ it school operations. Any significant changes that do occur are
» likely to taﬁg&ilace éérly in the implementation phase.

Tea:hers and administrators indicate quite positive attitudes

_ \\ ) toward the Je51rab111ty of WIS-SIM effects. This is supported by’

' the objective rating analysis as well as by the more subjective
teacher\lnterv1ews A number of *tedchers have become so emphatic in
their support of WIS-SIM that they indicate the feeling that a true
"IGE instructional environment cannot function properly without

the .system. - A )

j;]E SELECTION o .2

\ "The criteria for selection of a school or school district in
\which to implement WIS-SIM are not defined explicitly by the results
Wf this evaluation. lThere are, hpyever, several areas to.which the
\(ndings do indicate-.attention should be given. Although these
\ argas may not contribute individually to the success or failure of

1m$\ementat10n, collectively they may be important determinants.

the” decision on‘the part of the teachers to utilize CMI,
rather\ \han its implementation being imposed on them, appears to
be an important consideration. The sites at which WIS-SIM has been
most successful are those at which the teachers, themselves, .
perceived a need for assistance in the requisite record keeping and
decision mLklng associated with individualized schooling. When this
weed is not perceived first, the 1mp1ementation of CMI may be viewed
as additional work or another time< ‘consuming procedure.

t

Since WIS-SIM was o%iginally conteived to be a suppoft systém
.for the management functions associated with 1ndiVidualized school-
ing, the site should have an orgdnizational structure similar in
some trespects to the IGE model. The real potential and value of
) WIS-SIM is its ability to ephance-decision .making and not simply
~ it ' reduce clerical and tecord keeping tasks. If the latter are .viewed
as its primary function, the 11ke11hood of success is reduced
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The size of the school is, clearly, an important aspect to
consider. Although.it is not possible at this time to offe% rigid
guldelines or parameters, the évaluation would appear to indic;te
that a school with a minimum of about 400 students would be a .
reasonable inside parameter. A small school will not posseds the
record keeping or instructional decision requirements:that require
computer support.

Closely related to the foncern of- teacher support is that of
administrative support. It is unlikely that an unsupportive
administration would provide “an environment for a successful
implementation, even though the faculty may perceive ‘a strqng need
for the system. On—g01ng Success requires appropriate allocation of
personnel, e.g., terminal operators, attention to problems that
may arise, and time allocation :to staff training, e.g., inservice.
These are ,functions within the administrative domaln over which
tedchers may have no control.

-

»

The availability of the required computer haxdware and soffware
'is an obvious requirement in site selection. Presently, the WIS-SIM
is operable only on computer systems such as the UNIVAC 1110. The
conversion to other systems is ‘possible, but may require considerable
time and expense. Future WIS-SIM efforts will focus on the develop-
ment of microprocessor hardware and software, hopefully éliminating
this -constraint, but this is presently unava1$able.

For reasons d1scussed in wore detail in Chapter IV, costs and
budgetary considerations are difficult to address. Also, these
requirements’are in a constant state of flux because of* evolving
technology. Since the associated costs' will be 'unique for different
51tes, close attention should be given to the district's ability
to meet the expenses associated with the system including actual
computer costs, personnel, consuitlve support training, and on-
going maintenance .

It should be apparent that-it is dgfficult if not impossible,
to generate a profile by which ene may determine an appropriate site
for WIS-SIM implementation. This evaluation, however, dpes indicate

that the areas summarized below should be given careful consideration:,

v

1. Perceived need on the part of the/;gacher for computer
support for instructional management, decision making, and
. record keeping :

~

2.0 Support by administration within the school as well as in

’ the %Sntral office.

3. Instruct10na1 and organizational structure consistent with
the system design objectives. .

[

s
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4. Avallablllty pf computer\hardware and software.

5. Adequate funding. ) &

' . " 6. School size #ufflcient to require computer supporo.
/* .
L. A ) . './ ' .
STAFFING AND IESERVLCE -

The introducti/n of a compyt —supported system such as WIS-SIM
may represent a todglly new exp énceé. to the faculty and staff of a
« school. Associated with the introduction of the system, there may
be evidenced behavioral characteristics suck as apprehension and
anxiety about the/system; varying levels ‘of .confidence and
perceptions of its usefulness, and a general lack. of understanding.
Therefore, the importance of staff preparationacannot be understated.
. ) v . ,

Closely. akln to this need for staff development s the need for
‘ .a facilitator or coordinator. A st&ff member” “who is given the time
and training to be an active resource person can be extremely
. functionalc and 'is, possibly, essential. The evaluation appears to
indicate that khe most successful implementation sites have
designated sudh a person to be responsible for coordinating the
CMI efforts. [ This coordinatign.may include overall supervision of
CMI activitids, trouble-shooting, planning and evaluation, and
acting as a liason between the school and the consultive support
g;mrsonﬁel.' The evaluation also indicates that the principal may
not be the person best suited for this posigion because of his or
her time obligations in performing necessajy, existing functions.

o ' The total inservice and staff develofment program should be
carefully/planned and executed. This pro should include two
dimensio

\ ) and the other on the needs of the teachers-and classroom aides.

The terminal operator.must.feel completely comfortable with the
processgs associated with communicating with the computer. The
teachers must understand the design concepts of the system as they
relate/to instructional management and record keeping procedures.
An efflective program should, therkfore, develop in addition to
undergtanding, feelings of confidence and positive user attitudes.
Sufficient documentation and manuals should be made available
e staff to enhance their utilization of the system as well as
rovide day-to-day answers to0 questions that may arise. As new
ments appear, - adequate.time for explanatlon -and discussion
uld be provided
N In summary, a necessity for successful WIS- SIM implementat;on
sysgem on the part of all personnel involved. This requires a
arefully planned program of staff development, both in the initial

gt

.
A

s—-one focused on the needs of the computer- -terminal operator .
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.stages and in the on-going phases' of use. fThis may be enhanced
considerably by the designation of a coordinator responsible for the .
/ development and disgribution of materials,’for the facilitating
and scheduling system activities, and’/for’ exercising oyerall :
"responsibility for the total CMIpprogram;.( ﬂLﬁstq

i » -
. »

v

SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION. SR Ce

- This pilot test has underscored t > importarce of several factors
‘in implementing WIS-SIM. First, the essenitigl value of a school-level ‘
chrdlnator was identified. . This individual should be a professional .
[ - - _. eddcator and should develop an in-deﬁth understanding of the system.
) Positive attitudes and knowledge of ;system purposes and procedures ,
on the part of a_school-level coordinator can go far'to ensure
effectlve system implementation and’use, this person acts as an
anbassador for the system in the $¢hool. Careful" #dentification
and training of this coordinator {s essential.
The tiaining of teachexs and aides is_also critical. Teachers
’ who do not understand the system‘s purposes or how to use information
//// prov1ded will not be satisfied gsers Since the }reat majority of
communlcatlon bettveen the users/ of the system and the system data
i A X bases is through the aidé€, theégmportance of this role is crucial. '’
' Back-up, or cross training, f this position is essential. .
) F1nally,~the training of all’ dssociated personnel is of vitalﬂy
importance to effective syst implegrentation and utilization. .

%

Many system users do ndt think of themselves as decision makers. .
R A part of the users' traini g program should emphasize the decisions -
. that teachers make and dezggstrate the relationship between information
PR dellvered by, the CMI syst and teachers' decision making. Users
shauld recognize the relagionship between system responsiveness and
its relateﬂ costs. .Generally, the more responsive the system, the
‘more, cpstly the generatl n of information will be. Planning in
“advance: for instructiongl dec¢ision making can greatly reduce system
operating costs. ditAonally, teachers should recognize the
difference between™the/informatidn they desire to make a decision
the information they need to make the decisions Teachers
frequently request in ormation they do not use in decision making.

- . Effitient ahd pfudent use of CMI capabilities is a difficult . ‘
- matter to address, bBut must be in order to have a systen opetable
withdn the typical perational and budgetary constraints of. most
schools perhaps making the costs of system operation more visible
. to teachers would /assist in resolving some of these concerns.
. s *During the periodjof the pilot test, considerable misuse of t¢he
: systen_(qver responsiveness and extraneous information) was tolerated
. to encourage system use and to demonstrate system capabilities. q

: N
- T

Users of e system will not percgive the system to be mseful
unless it supports decisions actually made by teachers at that
school. The fnstructional management information system is based

4
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\ upon assumptions ab$ut the information needs in support of indi dual— \
ized instructional programs. As mentioned previously, as a criterion .
for site selection, the compatability of system assumptions and >
designs with school information and decision needs is essential to
successfui systgm implementation.

~

~r

As also pointed out in the section on site selection, stability
i the school and the school district tan also be a critical factor
in successful implementation. If the school district is involved
in major conflict, such as might result from court-ordered desegrega-
. tion or a teacher strike, the effectiveness of implementation will
Y likely be affected negatively. )
{ . . ’ aﬁ

FRI‘MEMORK FOR EVALUATION OF MANAGEMENT INFORMATION S%TEMS ' ‘

.

i While the prlmary concern of this report is to prov1de an

‘ ) investigation of the implementation of a system of computer managed
instruction, it also provides a vehicle for thewoesign and testdng
of 4n evaluation framework to:be used in carrying out this investiga-
tion. With the rapid expapsion of information technology in education,
as in other fields, designgsand procedures for the evaluation of
management information systems are seen as critically important. - . T
This is particularly true when one considers the cost of developing 7
and -operating such systems.

-4

matrix created.by con51dering three types of information and three !
aspects of information system implementation. The .evaluation was
'seen as primarily formative, in that its' objective was to provide
information useful in improving the design of the system, rather than ®
-to make sumgative judgements about its worth. Although some qugements
can be made about.system value and effects, the design utilized is

T not capable of providing a strong link between system implementation
and the effects noted. Such summative assessments are seen as
desirable, but difficult to make in light of the complexity of most
management information systems, their evolutionary nature, and time .
constraints. Informatlon systems must respond to changing decision
and “information néeds in the systeﬁhthey serve.

“The framework used in this study consists of a nine celled . <:’

\\ \,\ ¢ N
~ .
' As a result of the testing of the evaluation framework in this
3 ~;> pilot test, some conclusions can be drawn about the evaluation of

‘management information systems. The three types of information

collected, actual, perceptual and judgemental, provided for a more

complete assessment \qf ethe system than would have bgen provided if

fewer types were considered. While actual data may be viewed as

preferable to perceptual data, it is not always possible to-collect

actual data, and, additionally, the comparison of actual data with
perceptual data affords an important check on those perceptions.

This information may be useful in'assessing whbther or not users

are aceurately perceiving system effects. Discrepancies between ’

-
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actual and perceptual data may be explained in part by the attitudes
system users have toward the system or, alternatively, these attitudes
may be explained by~those differences. Djfficulties, encountered in )

. the placement Qf information elements in he categories of actual,

perceptual and dgemental informatigh-may suggest that these

constructs are not as well-defined as they were thought to be,

Additional effort needs to be spent on clarifying these terms.
. [y

- The trichotomy of systeﬁ functioning, utilization and g%%ects
also provided a useful- way of analyzing system implementation. Those
three categories are cumulative, in that categories two and three
are dependent up&& the precedipng stages; that is, system utilization -
is dependent on system functioning, and system effects are dependent
upon system utilization. Problems identified at one lé?éi may be
traced to difficulties encountered at the previous leved.
. ' .
Information elements included in the framework were all useful
in evaludting the implementation of the system. Considerable
refinement in the specificdation apnd classification of information
elements is needed, however. The Wisting of information elements
included' in this anal$51s is incomplete, and a more systematic
format for de11neat1ng these elements is needed. Presumably classes
of elements .could be generated for, each implementation:category, with
the same elements repeated under the actual, perceptual and judgemental
types of information. Whether or not it would be desirable or possible
to collect the specified information would be a decision made when
¢onsidering the des1gn for the evaluation of a particular implementa—
tion of a management information system.

The definition of management infbrmation system ﬁaed/iq th1s ¢
study included the humans as elements of the total system; that is,
the system was not reviewed totally as a machine system. Assess-.
ment of the functioning of the human elements of the system, in a
way anglogous to the way the machine components are tested, is

- extremely importanﬁgtq understanding system operation and assessing

system implementation. .-

The evaluation framework generated for this study evolved as the
management system, itself, evolved during the period of the pilot
test. Had the framework been conceptualized in its present form at
the time the evaluation was planned, there is little  doubt that a
more comprehensive and useful evaluation of the sygtem implementation-
would have taken place... This conclusion supports the value of thi
framework to the design of evaluations for managemént information{S
systems. . . - ‘ B

One problem external to the evaluation framework was the failure
to collect adequate pre-implementation data and to identify suitable
comparison schools. Unfortunately, the principal school in which
data wert collected did: not have a stable, standardized testing

r
-
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program and had been ihvolved in the pilot testing of several curri _-5?

prec ding the implementation of WIS-SIM., Additional.changes con-
tinpied during the WIS-SIM implementation, as well. In any event,
inability to have preéimplehentation and comparison data gréatly
lymited the information available o assess the chaﬁges and effects
ssociated with system imp}ementation

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS -

The pilot test of WIS-SIM is important as a proof *of concept,
bat does not provide strong evidence that this system is cgst
effective in improving educational outcomes. The test deponstrates'
that a system supportive to an individualjzed systemsof edutation
can be designed, developed and implemented successfully. Teachers
'can be trained to use the system and these teachers describe the
system as useful in the management of instruction. The evidence
of system effects is based on teacher perceptions more tifan on
hard ddta. The distribution of teacher's time does appear to be
changing in the direction predicted; that is, teachers are spending
less time on clerical activities and more time on planning and .
instruction. System costs, while high-.at present, 4re not so
extreme that it would be impossible for a school district to implement -~
the system. Off-setting costs, such as reduced aide time for %
performing record .keeping, need to be taken into &dccount when
weighing the’costs &nd benefits of adopting the system.

.

-

In the first chapter of this report, six WIS-SIM obJectives
and six design _goals were presented: On the basis of the eviaence °
-presented, it fs concluded that the six objectives have been athieved.
. While add'tional investigation is required in the areas of classifying
_instruct onal decisions and providing useful informatiori to instruc-
"tional decision makers at appropriate times, this ptoject did

have s n1f1cant impact in these areas. - j\
P .

= ‘

ost of the six design goals have also been achieved. Design
goal /six has not yet been achieyed, as the system is just now in
the process of being implemented beyond the original pilot test
schpols.. The current work of the project on the use of micro-
. processors for CMI support could have a significant, beneficial
‘ impact on‘this goal. Evidence presented in this report suggests’
. ' that tfle remaining design goals were achieved. Design goal four,
aking minimal demands on teachers to learn the system, is an @
impottant one, but the time required for teachers to learn the system
lwell enough to use it effectively is 'substantial; vyet learning the
system is cfitical to its successful implementation

-

»
!

‘'The system, as pilotitested, may need to be scaled down, to be
run more effgciently and economically on smaller computeIs Strategies

<
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for more cost-effective utilization of the system neéd to be explored.

- ™
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On-line report generation, for example, may not be essentdal or,
if it is necessary, it would appear to be so for only a very small

percentage of informatien requests.

The utilization of over-night

report generation would reduce costs, with little sicrifice in-

system utility.

teacher, requests.

Perhaps some reports can be prbduce
" intervals, rather than generatlng all reports in direct response to

at regular .

*

—

Further study of the implementation of instructionéi management

information systems would be of considerable Value.
" participating in the pilat test of WIS-SIM were involved to a con-
siderable extent in the design and refinement of the system.
this system is implemented in other schools, teachersein these schools
will not have so much involvement in the system design:

Teachers
" When

Information

is needed on strategies for effective system implementation under’

such circumstances.

The importance of training thése personnel

has been emphasized, but the effects of their involvement in system
design on successful implementation are not known.

-

It should be clear from the findings gf this report that
although considerable progress has Peen achieved.in'the application
of computer technology to education, we still have much to learn.
The tWwo years of WIS-SIM pilot test efforts reviewed in this report,
*however, -should provide a framework and foundation for continuing'

researcI and development., .

) S

vt

.
-
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) ___Appendix A )
k -~ WIS-SIM INSERVICE | )
.- 5 o R ‘ : . [0S
| ' - . ,FALL, 1975
’ Y o .
- b Y
POST-TEST . .
) \-‘ . . £ . i v —_— .~/‘ L
\ l ‘ - | ‘ » K - s o ’ .'
/ - ) Lo Part of a Unit Performance Profile for DMP is reprﬁduced below.
Use the info;mation in this report t?¥7nswer the questions below.
- ) . \\ '
- - . : N { - Qi N
N _— ] Lo . - T ]
* . ‘ DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL PROCESSES . -
UNIT PERFORMANCE PROFILE T ‘PABE 1
UNIT.A R&D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL - : AS OF 07=@9=75 ~
. 13 14 18
NAME 1 1234 1 2.3
G . o
. ADAMS ALAN M M MMM .
%) ) . .
ANDERS'? ANDY ‘. M M NNNN MPP
BAILEY BRIAN =~ - M M, MMMM »
BECK BARBARA -~ - . ' M_ N MM MM "
. C e ' . ) g .
oo . \\‘ . \
. L N ) _ . .
) ’
B % A .
1. How many students.have mastered Topic 14, O%chtive\l?
.l \ - ') g
2. What was Andy Anderson's latest rating on Topic 15,
.\ o - i . . o )
\ ' *Objective 37 ‘ ’ . . -
- . . , . . N
. . . P
. . « & ’ '
: 4
~ ) -
»,

Ee L
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II. .Part of an Individual Perfovmance Profile for WDRSD is reproduced

below. Use the information in this report to answer the questions below.

[3

T WISCONSIN DESIGN FOR READING SKILL DEVELOPMENT
. INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE PROFILE o ‘ S PAGE 1
UNIT A R&D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL " AS OF 05-27-75

STUDENT NAME ¢ SCHMIDT, SUSAN
STUDENT NO, ¢ 9000

AREA § WORD ATTACK ‘ o . -

. SKILL . ATTEMPTS  LAST SCORE  DATE
. )
A=0)] RHYMING WORDS,e 3 47 * 02»01=75
A-02 RHYMING PHRASES 1 M 08=01-76
. A=03' SHAPES 1 M 08e0le74
" A=04 LETTERS, NUMBERS 1 M 08«01w74
" A=0S WORDS, PHRASES . : 1 M 08=01=T4
A=06 COLORS ) " 1 M 080174
A-%; INITIAL CONSONANTS - 2 M 12=01w74 .
e . 1. When was Susan Schmidt last assessed on Level A,
Skill 2? ’

2. How many Level A skﬁils has Susan Schmidt'maspered?
. 7
. N
)

*y
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ITI. Part of an Ingtructional Grouping Recommendation-Group -
veport for DMP is reproduced below. Use the information in

this report to answer the questions below.

DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL: PROCESSES

“INSTRUCTTONAL, GROUPING RECOMMENDATION = GROUP )paoe !

UNIT & R&D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL . AS OF 082175 .
* TOPIC 23 + ORDER SENTENCES “

PREREQUISITE ¢ M OR P RATING ON OBJECTIVES | THRU 5 OF TOPIC .

21, FOR ACTIVITIES 23C AND 23F, M OR P RATING
ON 0OBJECTIVES 0F TOPIC 22.

| INDEX # NAME OBJECTIVEs 12 3 5 ATTEMPTS

4

| %1 CHRISTENSEN CHRIS P P P N M- 9

2 GULNDSTEIN GINA M % U P M 5

3 HUBBARD HOPE < ' 0
"4 KOCH KENNETH N 16 - ~ "
5 KRUEGER KEVIN P P M N N 9 b

$

1. How many times has Kenneth Koch been assessed on the
i
objectives of Topic 237 -~

2. What rating did Gina Goldstein receive the last time she

was agsessed on Topic 23, Objective 57

3. Which student has never been-assessed on the objectives of

this topic?
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IV. A Prerequisite Deficiency Report for DMP is reproduced below.
¥ . T

Use the information in this report to answer the question below.

ay
[3 2

a 6 ’
DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL PROCESSES
PREREQUISITE. DEFICIENCY REPORT PAGE . 1
UNIT A RLD DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL . AS OF 07~2§-75

TOPIC 1S 1 TWO-DIMENSIONAL SHAPE

PREREQUISITE ¢ M OR P RATING ON OBJECTIVE 1 OF TORIC 8 AND
ON OBJECTIVES 1 THRU & OF TOPIC 14, IF NEW
Y0 DMP, RECOGNITION OF PRINTED NUMERALS LESS
THAN AND INCLUDING 10 AND UNDERSTANDING OF
# SPOKEN NUMQER'KSFOS. g

THE FOLLOWING PUPILS ARE NOT READY FOR TOPIC 15 BECAUSE ACHIEVEMENT
NOT ASSESSED (NA) OR INSUFFICIENT (I)s- NO MARR INDICATES SUFFICIENT
ACHIEVEMENT (Ny P, OR M),

TOPIC! 8 16

NAME OBJUECTIVE! 1 "1 2 3 & s
ANDERSON ANDY T 1 1 1 ‘
ELLIOTT ELMA . NA  NA T

FREY FRANK ' | , NA

KAISER KARL t 1

PALMER PETER Lot WNA NA NA NA

PUTNAM PATTY N 1 ' .

L

k4 . 3
How many students have received assessments on Topic 14,

Objective 4 which are not sufficient to meet the

» 4
- o ¢
pré}equ1s1te for Topic 157 i -
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V. 1Identify the meaning of the following symﬁofs:

~ ~

lo NM ‘ IS ' ) . “
2 \P '\.

. ’ i <
3.‘ TC ) - , * . ,

VI. On your answer sheet, cirtle the letter %f the one best response.

1. " Your princibal has requested a report on the achievement
status of students in your unit on'skil%s in all three
areas of WDRSD. Whiqf report would you request?

A. Unit Performance Pro}ile
+ B. Individual Perfogmaﬂne Profile
C. Gfouping Recommendations ,jﬁ

D. Prerequisite Deficiehcy Report

E. Score Submission Form )
F. Objective Checklist Card . . e

2. TFrom your DMP resource manual, you have identified

s s o

several geometric topics. You would-like té form new
- ;
instructional grouﬁshﬁo work on these topics. Which

' . report would you request?

*

A. Unit Performance Profile -

" B.. Individual Performange Profile -

C. Grouping Recommendations
D. Prerequisite Deficieqcy Report

E. Score Submission Form

o
F. Objective’ Checklist Card : J

Y
“¥

Fe v
.
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3. The primary'tole of thé computer in WIS-SIM is to:

]

*A. provide instruction for students in WDRSD and DMP. ™\ ‘
B. procesé information fér instrui;;29A1 decision-makers. ) ]

C. make deciéions for teachers. ‘,? . -

\

D. score test data. R

- ; )
- VII. Assume that you are Chris Jones, a teacher in Unit C at . "

3

~ .

™ Abraham Lincoln Elementary School You are preparing to
form new instructional groups in math. After studying

your unit performance profile, you decide to request

1)

groupings for topics 10, 12, 13, 17, 18, and 19. Complete._ '

the Report Request Porm attached to the answer sheet UJ

P

show this request.
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:/ CHECKLIST OF TERMINAL COMPETENCIES “FOR COMPUTER AIDES °
»
;ﬁ,ﬂ . "

1. “Ability to dial the computery piacc telephone in modem and

/log on. ‘
/

/
/

27 Abiliry to, read and interpret rcport rbqucst forms.

i

3. Ability to request all WIS-SIM reparts in WDRSD and DMP.

/4. Ability to submit student achievement information through
the card rcader. oo )

S+ Ability to submit student achievement information thrqQugh the
terminal. .

N
“

6. Abilitylgo log-off the coﬁputer and turp/off the tefminal and

modem. ,
. .
. ' *
- ‘s ’
‘A
/ -
A - R ' -
‘ : < Name: .
. R
School:
- * ~ \
¢ N i
&
- -
» - < P
14
. , Y
) Y
. .
. “~ . -
\\7 .
[ ‘ \
) 15 ¥
235
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REVIEW INSERVICE EVALUATION )
Fall, 1976 - .
L .
A R N g - ¢
The questions on this page_.ask for your attitudes aboﬁt‘using
WIS-SIM. . There are no right gr wrong agg&ers to these questions.
N $
! Very Very
. ) Favorable _Unfavorable
1. How are you feeiing about CMI? 12 3 4 1/
g . Very, Not at all
2. Do you think' that CMI will be helpful Helpful , Helpful

to you in making instructiona1~dec;sioﬁs? 1.2 3 4 5
RS ) : '

»>

- 3. In the space below, write a word, phrase or sentence that summarizes

the feelings that you have about CMI at this time. What suggestions
might you have? . o

4. Do you anticipate any problems using WIS- SIM durlng the coming school
year? . 7
\ ' ' ¥

5. Was this one- hour WIS-SIM review and inservice sufficient to refresh
your knowledge of the system9

L IERN

6. Please indicate suggestions for future review inservices (e.g., scope
of inservice, length of time, materials, method of presentation etc.).

e/

.S o '
NS \

—(1f more space fs needed, ﬁee the back of this sheet.)'

LY .

236,
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.SECTION C: _USAGE OF REPORTS (To be completed by unit leaders, teachers, and aidgs.)

A

{,

\

For each of the foilowing forms, indicate the various uses you have made of the form and the

frequency of these uses:
hence their uses need not be reported.
WIS-SIM .reports made by users.

-

.

~

It is assumed that forms have been used for'thei} stated purposes and
The emphasis in this section is on the other uses of :
Also indicate the frequency of these other uses.’ A

9LT

r

Recommendation - A
Omissions

To identify students who-were
-\~_;£;IBLé§ed in any group for the
#T1s requested. ’

¥ \r R 3 -
i Frequency of
: . . v Use Per
Report . ‘Purpose Other Uses_ Semester
!
Unit Performance |. . To determine the achievement ’
Profile status of students in a unit. >
} , -
” oL
Individual To provide achievement informa- 1
" Performance - tion for an individual student. o o
Profile -~ ’ ’ . N ‘
5|k
g s
Instructional To identify students who need . . o
Grouping Recom- instruction in the skill . @
mendation - requested.
Summary ‘ b .
, .
Instructional ¢
"Grouping

Prerequisite
Deficiency
Report

]

To show .the prerequisite achievement
status of students ineligible for
a requested topic. )

N < "
Please indicate any other uses who have found for WIS—SIM'Feports:

-

. l * .
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< . . Sy ' .
s . m . .
\_ ’ " USER EVALUATION OF CMI FORMS " LA
. é :
—_ -
N /
Apprepriateness of the Format of . )
, . oy .
¢” - ML Report and Request Forms | -
. Rate the appropriateness of the format of each of the follow{p&’
L W . < ’
» forms by circling the numbsf on each scale which’ you consider best
- N " .
indicates your assessment. . o .
As you assess each form, examine its format in the Téacher's Guide ?
¢ For Decision Making Using a Computer Managed Instruction System for IGE.
Some aspecis of format or design include its arrangement, spacing, size,
9 .
inclusion of all essential data, inclusion of unessential data. . ‘ éf
] //////Your assessments should focus on aspects of -format and not on the -
- N - D ) »
hsefulness of the reports themselves in educational decision making.
The uééfulness of the reports will be assessed at a later date. : .
ONLY ASSESS FORMS WHICH YOU HAVE PREVIOUSLY USED. OTHERWISE =
) ) LEAVE BLANK. _ ) :
“ ' * : . \\ -
’ S—e
4
Form - ,Appropriatg> & ) Inggproprilte~\\\\
. T w02 3 4 5
Unit Performance Profile .
- v
- DMP ¥
o . 1 2 3 4 5
, WDRSD  ’ )

-

Suggestions for Improvement

- i




Individual Performance Profile

-

'& [4 o
DMP
. 1 2 4 5
-~ WDRSD
) * . 1 2 4 5 .
Suggestions for Improvement -
‘ ] .,
Instructional Grouping Recommendation - Group . K
DMP )
, .1 2 4 - 5
WDRSD
1 "2 4 -5
% N
Suggestions for Improvement v
/ ° “
- et
- 4 T ““‘p
Instructional Grouping Recommendation - Summary . * '
DME,
‘ ( 1 2 4 5
: WDRSD
1 2 4 5
4 Vv ’
- . N
Suggestions for Improvement -
o .
/ ? f :\
e : —
-Instructional Groupjng Recommendation - Omission
, DMP -
1 2 4 5
' yDRSD
. . 1 2 4 5
7
- { :



Suggestions for Improvement

179

Scor; Submission Foar(

¢

WDRSD )
) ; . 1 2 3 5
!/ ’ -
\ N \
Suggestiors for Improvemén Noo-
!
. [ 4
DMP’ Instructional Group Roster - ~
€ard Inserts
’ ) .1 2 3 5
\ Suggestions for Imprdx}%ment : .
p ‘ N . v
: & Co
4 e N . . r
A J S'Y — N >
DMP Objective Checklist Cards oR % \ - A
K 1 2 3 5
‘Suggestigns for Improvement ’ (
PR . ) .
. g A} <(
DMP Grading Update Report, - Group 1

-

. . s
Suggestions for Improvement
N - 4 R

-

(23

4 -
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¥ .
DMP Prerequisite Deficie/ncy Report Ty ce e
. . T 1 2 3 4 5 -
4 ' N
Suggestions for Improvement . Y N
* . \ g @
' .~ .
- . ~— . ” ’ ) v .
. : CM1 Report Request Form - .
‘ (N.B. lllustration in Jeacher's - L
. Gulde has been superscded) ] 2 3 4, 5 .
g . Student Stufus Report Form . : '
, ' 1 2 3 4 5
. Y. N s 'J % -
- ° v
Suggestions for Improvement. . “ o
’ !
- i -
. ’ - [}
5 ' o Tow
7/ /"‘ .\ - .
= ) ' L] . ’ \/ .. *é
UNDERLINE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING TO INDICATE YOUR POSITION: K . '
ADMINgSTRATOR COMPUTER A2DE TEACHER
. - ‘Yp G‘,
s
) ’ \ :
. ) . ‘ , B “ ,
- N\ g s e
E % - ‘ ) R .
> » — ’/’, N N t .:
- ‘ e ( >
s o . .
[ 3 - -
<
! ° ) .
— . . + - )
) .
A Y
- N
T i o, .



s N

SECTION B: ~USEFUB§ESS OF REPORTS (To be conplete‘d by unit leadets, teachers, and aides)

Rate the usefulness of the information contained in each of the following reports by circling the
number on each scale which you corrsiger best indicates your assessment. Aspects of informational
utility include the relevance of the information- to the decisions you make about thé instruction

» E:;o: ofs students, the adequacy of the amount of information, and the accuracy of the information.
ONLY ASSESS REPORTS WHICH YOU HAVE PR.EVIOUSLY USED. OTHERWISE LEAVE BLANK. ~
- “ T - An e » .1
. . MC
.~ . I . ’l}\
Very R o . Not B E +
Report Usefdl 1 2 3 4 5 Useful ) Suggestions for Improvement
j Unit P‘érformance L .
. Profilé ¢ 1 2 3.4 5 . e
i - . . .
. _ . " ", 1 ) e
Iindividual Performance N . . . L .
Profile . ' 1 2 3 & 5. C X .
» . . ¢ !
. . : . ~ )

. S ) -~ ¥ ) .
Idstructional - ! ~ . - - C ) / ) , ;o R
Grouping Recommendatlon - : i 3 3 4 §* N & ’
Sumhary ’ . ‘ L ’ .

» . . N . . . -4
L ! ‘1
Instructional Grouping . . -
Recommendation - T . ﬁ 3 A 3‘ §
Omissions ‘ » 3 . -
. o - : . - .
Prerequisite Deficiency . —
Report - . 1 2 3 4 5 Y
. { . \ ' - N
. ’ N ) . ’ i
,-‘ ® 2 °
44 d . ) ~ < ol ) 45 .
Zii - ° - ¢ ‘ 3%5{ 8
I : ) = : o
v s c -~ * = L4 : v
' 4 i li‘a'
- - . -
* . ! ~ v l.‘\




COMPUTER APPLICATIONS IN IGE EVALUATION

1976-1977 .

‘ Included in this form are examplés of the seven WIS-SIM forms:

-

1. Unit Performance Profile

2. Individual Performance Profile

-
-~

. 3. Tnstructionai Gr?gging Recommendation-Summary

4. Instructional Grouping Recommendation-Omission

A\

5." Prerequisite Deficiency Report
‘ 6. Skill Eligibility Profile

7. Instructional Grguping Recommendation-Group

3

The purpose of this form is to assist in determining (a) the
usefulness of WIS-SIM reports, (b) suggestions for improving the reports,

and (c) the frequency of use of each of the reports..
L]

*

-~

.

L DIRECTIONS

A. Rate the usefulness of the information contained in €ach of the follow-
, ing reports by circling the number on each scale which‘you consider
/ best indicates your assessment.‘ Aspects of informational utility
include the relevance of the information to the decisions you make
about the instruction of students, the adequacy of the amount’ of
information, and the accuracy of the information. .

'B. Indicate any suggestions you might have for improving the _report
—— (addition’ or deletion of information, format, clarity, etc.).

4 -
C. If you have found a% itional uses of this report other than the v
ueage§? a&gd by the , iven purpose, Ei;ife indicate these uses.
N °)'a / : ~ “
¢ - D. How o?ten ao yéu@éﬁe this report each’week (estimate)’ ~, . .

AL
PR

~




P - »

. .
N | <

. . . Very . L Not ////T>
. A. User Rating. : Useful T : B Useful 4

[ ]
LI
B. Suggestions for Improvement of Repo
{
. C. Uses of This Report Othe Than Above Purpose:
’ ) ‘ ) y
2 <
» ty ¢
o - N * -3
QTA\
e f‘
L ‘
D: Estimated Frequency of Use Per Week:
v 4
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DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL PROCESSES

UNIT PERFORMANCE PROFILE : - PAGE 1
UNIT A R&D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL C z AS OF 04-20-77
. - TOPIC: 24 ' 25 26 ' )
NAME OBJECTIVE: 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 1 2
ADAUS ALAN . oM M MMM ’_M“ P Q
BAILEY BRIAN . MPMP MP MP MP P M M M.
BERS ;ECKY . MMM MM MM MM '
BRIGGS BRUCE T Mo ‘. e
CARLSON _CARL SM MM MM MM MM
COHEN CATHY MMM M M NP MOP
BAVIS DAVID M2M M MM MM M e RN
DOYLE DIANE . . M M M M MM MM
FARMER FRED .M M H-M M MM M M )
FREY FRANK g _ . :

. S S .
HALL HARRY s M2
HENDERSON- HARVEY M2 . 8 )

KBUEGER KEVIN

LEWIS LINDA M M M.4 M- MM M M

MALONEY MARY - MoMoHH P M M P

MCGUIRF MIKE ' C MoHoH MM P M oM. e

4O0RE MICHAEL ' Mo MMM MM M ,
‘OLSEN OTTO®* . . M M M M P P P~

PERRY P&MEL%E M M M M M P P M P f
PUTNAM PATTY . M MoN B oM Pou MM

ROBERTS RICHARD R M MU MM ‘
3CHAMFER- SAMUEL MP MP MP MP NP P MP

'SCOTT STEVEN | M2 , v

SMITH SHARON ) ‘ M2 ' .

TAYLOR TI1MOTHY. M2 248 o




f,€, ‘ ) 2. INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE PROFILE- . T\\\,
—_ . . : e
¢
PURPOSE: To provide achievement information for an individual student.
: a
/ v | Not
, ery o) .
A. User Rating: L
. ‘ Useful i 7 3 4 3 Useful .
“ . . . (circle’ one)
. o ) . . .
?° - .
B. Suggestions for Improvement of Report: .
<
' \
] . ) - . an
t < d ‘\
. -
, C. Uses of This Report Other Than Above Purpose:
’
, - .
P
D. Estimated Frequency of Use Per week:
. I
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/ .
DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL PROCESSES

INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE PROFILE
UNIT A R%D DEMONSTRATION S€HOOL

COMEN CATHY
TOPIC 24 : THE«NUMBERS 0~-20 ‘ -

a
OBJEQngg 1 ¢ STATES NUMBER FOR SET 11-20

9= 8=T6 M- 1- 1=-76 N
‘0OBJECTIVE 2 : READS NUMBER 11-20
9~ 8~-76 M S5=24-T76 M ~

J .
OBJECTIVE 3 : WRITES NUMBER 11-20
9~ 8~-76 M . 5=24&76 P

OBJECTIVE 4 : REPRESENTS NUMBER 11-20
9- 8-76 M 5-24-T6 M

OBJECTIVE 5 : ORDERS NUMBERS 0-20
9- 8-76 M 5-24-76 M
“~
TOPTC 25 : REPRESENTING EQUALIZING SITUATIONS®

OBJECTIVE 1 : WRITES EQUALIZATION SENTENCE.
” 4-30-76 N o -
° {
OBJECTIVE 2 : CHOOSES EQUALIZATION SENTENCE
4-30-76 P

TOPIC 26 : MOVEMENT AND DIRECTION

OBJECTIVE 1 : CONSTRUCTS PATH GIVEN POINTS
4-14-76 M -

OBJECTIVE ® : STATES Pé;NTS T <.
4-14-76 P ' '

,TOPIC 27 :,OTHER*EQUALIZING SITUATIONS
NOT YET AS ESSED)DN ANY OBJECTIVE

+ TOPIC 23 : SYMMETRY, FRACTIONS, AND SHAPE

NOT YET ASSESSED ON ANY OBJECTIVE

TOPIC 29;5.JOINING AND SEPARATING SITUATIONS
NOT YET ASSESSED ON ANY OBJECTIVE

‘q

' PAGE 1
AS OF 04-20~77
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3. INSTRUCTIONAL GRCU;LNG RECOMMENDATION-SUMMARY

L]

R . - #
PURPOSE: To identify students who need instruction in the skill requested.

et

'S

\ ‘ .
. Very Not
A. pser Rating: Useful i 3 2 2 Useful
/ \.‘h‘—-\ .
(circle one)
\...\‘ ' !

B.. Suggestions for Improvement of Report:

o= o o
( ®
R .
C. Uses of This Report Other' Than Above Purpose: )
~ .*
. ]
v -
- 4
D. Estimated Frequency of Use Per Week:
. -
o~
. _23 .
- » .:é\'; . [y




STUDENT NO. =~ NAME
60 ADAMS ALAN
170 BRIG3S BRUCE
205 CARLSON CARL
230 COHEN CATHY
1310 DAVIS DAVID
. 330 DOYLE DIANE
360, FARMER FRED -
430 HALL HARRY
470 HENDERSON HABVEY
630 KRUEGER KEVIN
650 LEWIS LINDA
670 MALONEY MARY
690 MCGUIRE MIKE
_%16 MOORE MICHAEL
730 OLSEN OTTO
750 PERRY PAMELA
790  ROBERTS RICHARD
805 SCHAMFER~SAM6EL

830 SCOTT STEVEN

4

2X

2X 1X

2X

2X
2X

2X

1X

) o

- DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL PROCESSES

INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING RECOMMENDATION -~ SUMMARY
UNIT A R&D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL

TOP1C 25 : REPRESENTING EQUALIZING SITUATIONS
TOPJIC 26 : MOVEMENT AND DIRECTION
TOP1C 27 : OTHER EQUALIZING SITUATIONS
TOPIC 28 : SYMMETRY, FRACTIONS, AND SHAPE-:

##* THE NUMBER PRECEDING 'X" INDICATES NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES,
IN THE TOPIC NOT YET MASTERED *#¥

25 26 27 28

2X

4
’3x%x
2X

2X

3X 2X .

3X 2X

2X

2X

2X
5%
3X 2X
3X 2X

2X

PAGE 1
AS OF 0U4~20-77

STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING TOPICS :
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4. INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING RECOMMENDATfON-.QMISSIONS
' 3
PURPOSE: To identify students who were not placed in any group for the’
skills requested. . ‘ 4 \ . L
o : . -~ ‘\ R
. A. User Rating: ~ i Uzzgl ' - ngzul =
< - 1¢2 3 4 .5
. s T ' (circle one)
' v
- ;’w
-
. . .
\ B. ,Sugéestions for Improvement of Report:
v
‘ n\,/.'\\ - 4 K ~
7 ’ .
Vd ’ §
. 3 |
° 1]
C. Uses of This ;Report Other Than' Above Purpose:
® s P
S . -, ~ ;/,,, -
. ) .
) X - 4 -
' /
. /.
- -t o = —
i D. Estimated Frequency.of Use Per Week:
\ r
. .
. -




3

DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL PROCESSES

INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPING RECbMMENDATION - OMISSION PAGE 1
.UNIT A R&D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL AS OF 04-20-77

STUDENTS NOT INCLUDED IN THE GROUPING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
THE FOLLOWING TOPICS : )

FOPIC 25 : REPRESENTING EQUALIZING SITUATIONS
. TOPIC 26 : MOVEMENT AND DIRECTION .

TOPIC 27 : OTHER EQUALIZING SITUATIONS

TOPIC 28 : SYMMETRY, FRACTIONS, AND SHAPE

NAME : TOPICS RECOMMENDED
¢ BAILEY BRIAN 29 30 34~ ot

BERG BECKY \ 29 ~30 34

FREY FRANX 1 2 16 -
PUTNAM PATTY. 24 29 34

/
AY
\d h ’
- . ¢

LS



~

) - 4 5. PREREQUISITE DEFICIENCY REPORT

- PURPOSE: To show the prerequisite(achieyement status of students
ineligible for a requested topic.

»
' ' ) ) V_er Not
A. USef 'atlng. “U?Efil T 3 A 3 Useful
, (circle ong)

-

7

. .
Ce gy ' B. Suggestions for Improvement of Report:

s

C.- Uses of This Report Other Than Abov® Purpose:

\ -
4 .

AN

.’ -

D. Estimated Frequency of Use Per Week:

-~
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; A
PREREQUISITE DEFICIENCY REPORT
UNIT A R&D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL

TOPIC 27 :

~ .,  PREREQUISITE

3

.25.

] -

-

DEVELOPING MATHEMMTICAL PROCESSES . .

PAGE & 1
AS OF 04-20-77 ,

OTHER EQUALIZING SITUATIONS - . ' o

: M OR_P-RATING ON OBJECTIVES 1 AND 2 OF TOPIC »

/>
i

- THE FOLLOWING PUPILS ARB-NOT READY FOR TOPIC 27 BECAHSE ACHIEVEMENT ‘

bAd NOT ASSESSED (NA) OR INSUFFICIENT (I). NO MARK JINDICATES SUFFICIENT -,
ACHIEVEMENT. . - )
5 TOPIC: 25 ° : o .
i ‘NAME, . @7  OBJECTIVE: 1 2 , o
) BRIGuS BRUCE 0 UNa na | ™
" COHEN CATHY - . "1 ' ,
FREY FRANK NA NA d . "
HAEL HARRY NA NA : J “ |
HENDERSON HARVEY 'NA NA °¢$ - ¢ | : . ‘
KRUEGER KEVIN - - NA NA'
MALONEY MARY . 3 NA ’ !
'MCGUIRE'MIKE“ T T o -
SCOTT STEVEN % NA NA — N
SMITH SHARON' NA NA , ‘f,j\
2 TAYLOR TIMOTHY " N wa .
NUMEEB‘OF PUPILS DEFICIENT IN THIS TOPIC = 11 ) e “é/' e
, - ' ' ~ : : ' N\ G’ -
L ¢
, R . v -
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g . s ‘ ' \\«:\ (ﬂ
) . . ' . . .ol

. . . L -
6. SKILL ELIGIBILLTY PROFILE
- ) . (" N i \
PURPOSE: To show how many ‘students have mastered a particular skill, .
) ) how many are elig;ble, and how many are not eligible
.Y - because of prerequisities. -
-
e . Very " Not
A.. User Rating: Useful —- Useful ,'
N o203 4 50 7% S
(éircle one) . .
v - @ .
. g N
. ‘ t
L. -
/ ) . . ‘ -
' B. Suggestiors for Improvement of Report: .
. ) \
< ) * V
Y 4 ~ Lt .
“ . . : '
- . A i ’
C. Useg df This Repdrt Other Than Above’ Purpose: . ‘ ) . :
' . / '.A ‘ . : .. L \ N

i‘ : , - : ’ ° - \ » ‘ - '. @

» ~. ‘ v N «
) *
» s Q ,
D. Estisated Frequency of Use Per Week: - . -, X
- P
. S~ T i - - .
= “ . &
i * . 4 ’ . o
F -
/ . :
PR ‘
. [ »
~t b ’ /’\\ /‘:’; B
~\ -
AN \
\ Pl 14 *
- A . - _-—
4 o *




)

SKILL ELIGIBILITY PROFILE .
UNIT A RND DEMONSTRATION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

NN \
SKILL 'MASTERED
WA-B-01 . w
HA=B~02 C T3
WA=B=03 13
.
WA~ B-ou 10
. WA-B=05 .10
WA=B-06 ‘ T
WA=B~07 6
WA=B~08 5
WA~B~09 -8
WA=B=10 5
WA=B=11 3
WA=B=12 8
WA=B~13 6
SS=B~01 9
SS=B=02 5
SS~B-03 9
SS=B~04 7
25

NO. OF STUDENTS IN UN1T =

WISCOVSIN DESIGN FOR READING SKILL\DEVELOPMENT

ELIGIBLE

PAGE 1
AS OF 04-20-77

*

NOT ELIGIBLE,

17-
17

w = w
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1F 7. INSTRYCTIONAL GROUPING RECOMMENDATION-GROUP
" PURPOSE: To recommend students who have met prerequisites for objectigés
' but not yet mastered it. ] :
. ) |
. . Very - " Not!
A. User Rating:
\ —
v . Useful 1 5 34 g Useful
. (circle one)
J
B. -Suggestions for Improvement of Report: * ~\\
t , t
| ’
. .
) , o« C. Uses of This Report Other Than Above Purpose:
. . - . - .
#
» ‘ ~ .
D Estimated‘erquency'of Use Per Week: ‘
3 .
) .




-

.
.
/ ’ !
o /. g .
.
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DEVELOPING MATHEMATICAL PROCESSES )
INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPINb‘RECOMMENDATION - GROUP . PAGE 1
UNIT A R&%D DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL AS OF 08-20-77

J(;;>IC/27 : OTHER EQUALIZING SITUATIONS ¢

PREREQUISITE ¢ M OR P_RATING_,ON OBJECT;yES 1 AND 2 OF TOPIC

, ' 25, /;)

INDEX# NAME OBJECTIVE:—T 2 3 ATTEMPTS
’ . AN
1 CARLSON CARL - ) 0
2 DOYLE DIANE o e 0
3 , _LEWIS LINDA ‘ - ., .0
y MOORE MICHAEL M NN , C.3 .
5 #1 OLSEN OTTO - : 0
6 PERRY PAMELA . 0
7 .ROBERTS RICHARD - 0
-8 SCHAMFER SAMUEL - ° N P M 3
NUMBER OF STUDENTS NOT ELIGIBLE DUE TO : v
(1) TOPIC ALREADY MASTERED OR IN PROGRESS = 6
(2) ENROLLMENT IN A GROUP TEACHING THE TOPIC = O

(3) FAILURE TO SATISFY PREREQUISITES = 11
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USER IDENTIFICATION OF SCHOOL TASKS
‘

.

AFFECTED BY-CMI

[
.

-

This questionnaire is designed to identify those school tasks whith

are supported by computerized procedures; that is, by CMI.

considered comptﬁ:er suﬁpo"rted, a task shoul

puter printou&s in carrying out the task.

To be

-

d involve the-.use of com-

'

For each task listed below, two responses are required.

/ 13
A. First, sélect from the following four descriptions that one :

i

which pest describes the involvement of CMI in the task.

®

.

(1) The task involves a CMI procedure which has completely:

(2)

replaced a man

(3)
(4)

% Sécond, respond YES -or NO to the following

£

N

each task.

=

s

-

-

. replaced a manual procedure.

The task involves a CMI progedu;e which ha
i%; procedurq.—
The task i$ new and extra because of CMI./
The task has not been affected by CMI.

TO INDICATE YOUR’CHOICE CIRCLE THE APPROPRI

. 1 - v .
Has your role or responsibi}ities in thé*

partially

» -

£ NUMBER ‘
L Y -

uestion about

ask-thanged

.

. - 3 o e - . T
because-of CMI? '
[ v a5 :
Lj; INDICATE YOUR CHQOICE CIRGLE EITHER ”XES" OR "NO" .
° : EXAMPLE / . S
’ ‘ i - ©
S 3 o // v

TASK - . - RESPONSES .o

.. 4

! e i : ow - ‘.\\
Evaluating Individual Student A 1 (D 3 4
Prqgress v . - B | .(YesyNo v 2.

warg

Y

- " R - ‘ \ -
The above illustrative responses indicate that the respondent conside¥s .
. kY

tbevfésk referred to involves a Cyl procedure which'hasjparti‘lly

" N . ~ :>’QQ‘ 23&31:

3

4

Y

» * - \,

i




N replaced a manual procedure and that hér role in the task has been

a

] changed because of CMI.
\
o
TASK ' RESPONSE
R ' -~ Q ]
1. Identifying individual A’ 1 2 3 4
student instructional B Yes * No
needs ®
é. Assessing student ﬁ A ) 1 2 3 4
6' ~ learning outcomes * B Yes No

¥
J. Maintaining "unit A 1 2 3 4

. ’ performance profiles B Yes No ////,\
A4

4, Maintaining individual A . 1 2 3 4
profiles B Yes No
5.  Comparing the status of A 1 2 '\5 4
) . students in unit to . B * Yes No ’
% school, system or other i
norms : )
6. Assessing the attain- A ‘ 1t 2 3 4
ment of unit B Yes No-
oals ’
& * = v
7. Assessing the. at tdin- A 1 2 3 4
. ment: of ihdividual B, : Yes No.
. student goals . . ‘ ' : i

L4

8. ‘Férmuiatiﬁg uﬁit A 1 2 3 4
goals - e B ’ Yeg No
? N A‘n .
N 9 Developing instruc- ~ A 1 2 3 4
‘ & . tional objectives for B Yes No
each child in the unit ’
_ ; — _ : - .
10. Evaluating learning A 1 2 3 4
" actdvities with respect B S Yes .No )
to unit goals - )
_ [ : H
/

ST 280




N

199.
- TASK RESPONSE
11\ Grouping students A 1. 2 3. 4
for instructional -B Yes No
v ] -
12. Counseling ‘students A 1 2 3 4
i about their Vprogress B Yes No
- and future sdhooling ¢
‘ N
o . ' :
13. Selecting appropriate A 1 2 3 4
" materials, media, an B Yes No :
v supplies for instructi¢n. \) ::
. ] A ] - / ‘ . ' -
14. Evaluating unit A 1 2 3 4
" operation < B \ Yes No
15. Assessing the status of A’ 1 2 3 Y4 )
entering students B" Yeg -No
. . 1
16, Maintaining sqhool's . A 1, 2 3 4
" invéntory of instruc- B Yes Np
’ tional materials "y b,
. 4 .
17. Reporting school's ) Y 1 2 "3 -4
progress to central . B Yes No
adminigtration. s .,
A , v 2. M - ‘.':
. - 18. Reporting student . A 1 2 3 4 >
) progress to parents - B Yes No m
* . R - N
3 , R .
19. Maintaining permanent A 1 2 3 4
’ ' school records of B - Yes No ’
... “ stﬁdent;' progress > '
# : :
; P _
g 20: D?veloping daily A 12 4 .
P teaching schedules "B ., Yes No
; 21. Assessing students in A -] 2 3 ‘é
’ 3 terms of their B Yes No
N R learning characteristics
. ' St ' _
‘ g . ‘ \r P - . .




Ve

S

/
. TASK RESPONSE
i - 22, Evaluating instruc- A PR | 2 3 4
tional programs B ~ Yes . No B
~ (e.g., SAPA, WDRSD, ,
DMP) » ‘
N a °s .
23. -Communicating student A 1 2 3 4
information to state B Yes No -
agencies &
. 24. 'Updating student A 1 2 3. 4
performance information B Yes No
" 25. Marking or scoring A o1 2 3 4 '
tests . B Yes No
. [y .
26. Determining rate of A 1 2 3 4
» progress of individual B Yes No
' students
. o v .
: , . ®7. Determining students' A . 1 2 3 4 o
' readiness for the next B Yes “No :
- ) instructional step . -
/ ' <
IT IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU LIST BELOW ANY COMPUTER SUPPORTED TA‘S@ NOT -
L - ’ )
. MENTIONED, ABOVE ANP ALSO TO COMPLETE THE“RESPONSES. ) \
. D- s . l N -
: s ;
28. o - N . A 12 3 4 -
o ) B Yes No
—~ 3 .
‘ ~ -
29. A 172 3 4 ~-
B Yes No
= 4 N N .
» N = ’
30. A .1 2 3 4
B Yes, No
a %
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APPENDIX C

/ ’ 1 ' SYSTEM EFFECTS EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS
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5 the Aﬁbendix C . ‘ .
Wisconsin ‘ v
! and Resecarch and Develo t Center
; for Cognitive ‘
e Learning : " . '

t . .« . b
the University o~g-W|sconsm-\1025 West Johnson §(treel-{Madnson. Wisconsin 53706 (608)262 - 4901 .

!

April 8, 1970\/) i «

[ ) —_
I 3 & 4

‘ » .
L 4
. - Re: Time Usage Survey “ N

~ N * h

. As part of the evaluation of CMI, we are asking user 3§chools to
‘ participate 1n a survey designed to determlne what affect CMI is having
on the proportlon of time school personnel spend ou planning, instruc>
tional and clerical -tasks. -
Pleasc find enclosed Time Usage Forms. Directions for tompleting
the forms are on’their reverse sides. If you feel the need to break
. the ane hanr time blacke Anum 1nf‘r\ cmallar copmantg :\19-:59 Ao rore
duv so with less than 13 minute DLOCKS Attached is a used form which
-may be of help in interpreting the directions.
‘ - 2
We arec agking all administrators, teachers, and aides Y
who .are using the computer services of CMI to complete a time usage \
)form Please select any half of these staff to complete the form for
.. any one wveck and the other half of the staff for the following week.
The particular wecks chosen should bLe "normal scihool times; that is,
times which will produce information representative of general school
‘activitges and give a fair indication of the times spent by staff on - ( .
planning tasks, instrucfional tasks, amd clerical tasks. ‘In cases o
where teachersAare absent, please aak the substitute teacher to complete
the fprm as far as is possible for that day(s). " .
’ ¥
' ‘ The sclection of the weeks in which the survey is to be conducted
and the' selection of the staff to be: surveyed during each of the two :
different wecks is at the discretien of the principal. However, the '
forms. should be returned to me aL the Research. and Development Center %
during the first week of May. . Tf you have any questions about the
Time Usape Survey, plcasc contact me at (608) 263-3099. K
' s  ° *
prhank yuu fOr youf cooperation.

B

N " ) ) You%g’sincerely, . .

-
., . // .
. - . -~ - . !
. ‘ “: P vy )( (AP Wy Y 2 W W ’

Brian Lawrence
. ’ Lvaluator, WIS-S$IM Project )
- 285 - o
ERIC : ' : S

s k} . . .

-




203

. ’ .

/ QUESTIONNAIRE TO BE,
B ;' N .
. ! : _QOQ}LETED BY THE PRINCIPAL r
/ . ,%'

As an dMg to interpreting the data collected as part of the present

LA 4

Time Usage Survey and as an éid in its cbmparison with data collected

in earlier surveys, please provide the following information.

- @
1 . . .
A. - T : ) 1975 1976
‘ 1. Number of stud;nt§ ’
4 ’ -
2. Number of teachers (FQT.E.) . . ff$7‘c
- 3. Number of aides \\*Q:_ﬂ«“ }

L
4. Numhgr of aides using computers

‘ . L N

S. Number of school administrators

x

v

For the period of the present Time Usage Survey, are there any

I3 N ? Al

school related activities whicii may have unusuaily pronounced’

3 - >

/ )
affects on the times allocated to clerical, planning and instruc-

tional activities by teach@%s, administfatprs'br aides and which
~ (l - . 1’

>
«

. may give‘misleading estimates of the various times§
(a) TEACﬁERS: (including uﬁit leadérs) Yes Nb.

Description of Unusual Activities:

<~ -

(b) .ADMINISTRATORS: Yes No
5 .
Description of Unusual Activitiese ®




204 . T ¢ Ge
- . (c) ALlDES: Yes No

* Desyription of Unusual Activities:

) . . ~
f
' 2

N~
C. Only to be compﬁeted for schools which participated in the 1975

'

s

CMI Time Usage Survey. ® .
. ~/
. Percentage Changes ¥n Times Spent in R
: v P
< - . T 4 -7
~ Different Tasks By Differemt Personnel éﬁ
\ Since the Last Time Usage Survey !
Please indicate whether there have been any attempts to increase or
/ ¥
Tl
- decrease the percentages of time spent on planning, instructional, and
clerical tasks by/administrators, teachers, and aides since the last
11 ' - -
Time Usage Survey in 1975. (For example, these changes may have been
. - + N d
attempted by hiring additional clerical help or rsellocation of duties.)
Complete the table on the’ following page indicating your estimate
of "an increase as + and decreases as -.
. \
. ¢ '
\ »
. ..“ta
Lo ) .
3 N ° ¥
t ’
¥, 14
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- . - % Change in .
> % Change in Instructional % Change in
Planning Time . Time Clerical Time
« & -
e
J Administrators T T
R . f
Teachers ] *
4 - L]
. ‘ .
- - -~
‘
q
, ,Aides
. ! - Pas : . ~
‘ s o % - *
// s ) / .o
. d .
L 7 I ” s i - \\
- "] - ’ -
b4 »
N ¢ § ‘, A - “ +
R . - “
= . . N
. H
) 2
"“ )
\
’ ! ’ . !
- ' - . .
1 . 8 h ‘
4 v > v
> , = - Y . .
) . P
S - K
- 8
’
> . M N *
' »
) - Y o
.
* ’
A G 269 -
° v
Q . . . . A .




TIME USAGE FORM .

~

’

The' CMI Project now ‘being used by your school has several goais.
Qg: of theﬁﬁgiméry aims is to aid staff members by réducing the amount
. of time spent doing\gl:fical woerk. We hope d{reach this goal by having

the computef do some of the clérical work and provide you with informa-
[

L
tion that will facilitate the decisions madg in planning. 1In order to -
evaluate the‘progress towards these ends we need to tollect data on hOW(\
your time is spent at severél st;ges of the project. This form will , h
provide ;s Qith information r?%:rding your current time usage and will ’
be used for comparison with yo;r time usagé later on.

e ' .
Please fill d%t th;s chart on a daily¢basis, writing in P, I, 6r\ .

C in each hour block during the day and adding an estimate of any hours
éfter the work déy spent on any of these activities. Please indicate ) )
your position by circling the appropriate title or writing in your

position if you have aﬁy qdestion as to which category you fall inéo.

»

.8
The more accurate and candid your information is, the better CMI -
' . L . -
will be able to evaluate how well we are assisting you and where we can -

\ » .

improve our efforts. Thank you for- your cooperation.
\

-

o




N . . ¢ ,
’ : ." TIME USAGE FORM ; o ~ o L
. bt - ' v
P - Pla(nningﬁ Hours: attending staff meetings,eo'rganizing instruction and materials, étci.-
I.- Instfucting Hours: ‘t:earr:hing, other attiwvities directly interfacing students. )
C - Clerical Hours: filling out’'forms, writing reports, grading, etc. . ‘
Week: ' - Pdgsition: Teacher, Unit Leade‘r, Administrator, Secretary,
’ ]
) ‘Aides, etc.- Uk
A ' . “a .
- , HOUR.S'.A_OF THE DAY Co. - ! H |
: , ; ~ ,
DAY, 727 8 9 10° 11 12 1 2, 3 b4 5 6 Other |
| ’ -
! ; . . " ? w. .
Sunday . < : - w1 ) 1 . ”
(If applicable) vt ’ ] ' .
7 "‘ - - 21
. r " - : . ] ]
Monday . S © y - ‘ .
_ ¢ o " M N
’]:uesda§ . / ’ - N ‘
. - at N /
—_— G » g - 1 7T ’ : : .
>, .,ngnesday . : - . , ))“ . o . ‘ |
! ~ ¢ . ‘ .
Thursday . ’ . ‘ A : ’ .
) - 1 N N . ’ ‘,
. . . P . / ] ﬂ K 0 » - - - . ,
*Frida ‘ ' - . -
. y i) (- ~
Safgrday ” . : . - ) . ?
(If applicable) ‘ ' ot ' ~ . S
. . " " . o
, / L .
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' GES IN SCHOOL OPERATIONS ° . . R ]
/ r
¢ //, >
’ To be completed b}’administratofs and unit leaders. - . L
3 o | , s / ‘.U: 4
Indicate below any’ thanges in the activities of the school which you- ' v

consider have: been the result of implementing the WI§151M CMI system.
Please ‘provide .-a sentence description of each activity. <Changes include .

X new activities introduced as a result of CMI, activitiesg deleted as a
L result of CMI, and activities modified as a resulf of*CMI. Please list '
o _ such activities under the headings of: g
v - @ ! # ’ .
’ In-Services (Indicate length and, frequency)
r. : N )
¢ ' . A
. ! N ' N . .
. -~ Meetings (Indicate length and frequency) N
.. : ‘ ’ -
S - ) - v ‘, : : M
“ v .
s . 7 . . N
' —— v > L ] LT / ) )
.. Consultations With Curriculum Specialists (Indicate frequené‘
. . ¥ : . .
\ - +
R . . .Y » —
Changes®in the School Schedule ° " SR
. . \ . R ‘ ? . i ? . ) “\ \/ ‘/\ \ o
0 . ' - s e
, - . . ) A K

. o S , : : L
Changes in Commuiiication Proc¢edures S

" . ] T . . . . ) "Ir* R a.’f
‘- I R ' . ) '; .r‘ '. ) ) . . . ks

. . : . {
;o ‘ therﬁchanggﬁ in School Operations :} - . S : !
) E

4 .
-
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. £
QUESTIONNAIRE TO BE

. . COMPLETED BY THE 'PRINCIPAL :
As an aid to interpreting the data collectedaas part of the~presen§ :
N : : ) ’
(} *  Tipe Usage SurveY and as an aid in its comparison with data collécted
1 erlier suyrveys, please provide tRe following information.
. . ., . ’ 3 *
& ) ) . . .

A. ’ o7 ‘e ‘ 1975 1976

- » . ” N s > ‘
1. Number of students oo,
Ok / : A . . . '
2. Number of teachers (F.T.E.) ) A T

. L s IS T T
N 3.‘ Numbet of aides ‘ v .

o ?

4. Number of aides using computers

*5S. Number. of school administrators ‘

t ° . .

-

KK\ B. For, the peribd of the present Time Usage Survey, are LQeréian&_

.school related activities” which may have unusually pronounc®&d

affects on the times allocated to clerical, planning and instruc-
. he ¢

. - . . L
tional activities by teachers, ddministratorg or aides and which

- "

may give misleading es%imétes of the various timész ' e ¢
(a) TEACHERS: (including dnit leaders)  Yes ’ No = ~° )
? 3 ] ' R . L
: Description of Unq;ual Actiyities: ..
. o, ’ ¢ A . . ' ' s ‘
P - ‘ \ N
’ ) ~ B ~J
» N N — :'7
(b) ADMINISTRAZORé= ' - Yes No !
: AR |
) . Description of Unusual Activities: N .
. . ‘7'
' . ! ) L ) L ’ ’ ’ ’. ‘ Y
:r = : : — 1y — \\ /:'f, '
} ) \ . (R v
- , £ N
. - S




210 ’ / ) ( N .
' J

. ‘ \ . b -
% . ~ (c) AIDES: Yes - . No X o
- . 0 . . > : / '? /
e Description of Unusual Activities: ' ) ‘
. . | . P 1 L}
; - &S 7. /
, B

- " . . -~
o C. Only to be completed"\for schools which participated in the 1975,

»

»

CMI Time Usage Survey. ‘ ¥) _ . &

- ) ' .

g . s Percentage Changes in Times Spent in ‘ ~
. . ya
Different Tasks.By Difféerent Persohnel . .
-
’ Since the Last Time Usage Survey . f .
] . .
. Please indicate whether there have ¥een any attempts to.increase or
“decrease the percentages of time spent on planning, instructional, and
clerical tasks by administratc}t;s, ‘achers, and aides since the# last
s R " - . ) . -
Time Usage Survey in 1975. (For.example, these changes may havé been
Vo hE - ‘ ' ,
jattempted by hifring additional clerical help or reallocation of duties.) )
- ] ~y
. g , Comp‘]@}te the table on %he foliowj.ng page indicating’your estimate. »
b- - . > 1
. , ‘ . - ] .
) . -~of ‘an incréase as + and decreases as.-. . / ’
* ) < ‘ . - . ’ k
. .-
- h R - .
. 4 . ) M s
- ( o8 o ‘ . , . , ‘_
¢ & . .
* - . P . 0
L]
t '.
- A \ A .
' Y o -
“ s * % )
-/ . , . ‘ C
} \ ‘. . v g
| - \5 P \ ¢
. \ . - a < ,
- ) . ' * ’ - ' . ‘
3 " ’
' N P
[ < : > ’ { ‘ ?
( > a &w - N
' K 3 . a e
o> ' ) - ' < .
g 4 4 - ’ _/./
- ~ ? R75 ;
o & , . ; -
P . - ;ff . t ’ A
© ' ) « ’ s - ) by [
e . . / Y X
Q - e o
ERIC . R L \ ' | IR
. . . e A . -

- ‘ : . ’ N . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Administrators
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Teachers
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. \ . .-
‘ ~>
y ° g < ‘
% Change in .
2, % Change in Instructional, %Z Change in
Planning Time ’ Time Cleric3l Time .
] \
. \
~ L
L3
- - v
n&" '\4 «
% ‘ : ]
N o
> 3 .
1 i 4 . - . gn‘
. ’ ‘e N .
4 r - .~
34 . .
*
- PR 4 .. Q“* >
e ’
. | .
. ?- S ! J
N .
1]
M EY
_ @ N .
’ T
T :
- 1 ~
/ ' @ )
“‘ . 3 5§ »‘
- . e »
- -~ f
. '! ‘ ) . -
1 v L]
B/ . ]
: - S . )
>
. N ; _e
\"/ o
a ‘ - » 3
b ’
. ' L W ’
';’. . [ 76 ... . .,
.o Z R4 9‘
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‘ - Center Planning and Policy Committee
A RiéharQ'A- Rossmiller , Herbert J. Klausmelier
- . . Wayne Otto Area Chairperson -
Center Co-directors . 4 studies of Instructional Rrogramming
~ ‘ ‘ - for the.Individual Student
Wayne Otto.’ ’ ) .
Area Chairperson ames,M. Lipham .
Studies 1n Reading, Language ea Chalrperson )
¢ ~~=— and Communication ies of Administration’ and *
. ‘ R ization for Instruction .
! B Marvan J. Fruth ¢ .
Area Chairpersong : O omas A. Romberg
.Studies of Implementation of , Area Chairperson x
4 - . Indivaidualized Schooling Studies 1in Mathematics and Evaluation
’ v ' . of Practices in Individualized Sthooling
- e
' 1 3
, . ) . .
. " : . !
" . Associated Faculty .
- g . vy
" Vernon L. Allen j; Herbert J. Klausmeiex X Robert G. Petzold’
Professor ’ g V.A.C. Henmon Professor - Professor-
Psychology } .Educational Psychology . Music . R
WU . . . ’ ) Curriculum and Instructlon ‘fk
B. Dean Bgwles ” Joseph -T. LaWwton . .
Prof essor Assistant Professor ‘e Thomas S. Popkewitz
Educational Administration CRild and Family “Studjes Associate Professor
) ’ Curraiculum and Instruction
Thomas P. Carpenter Joel R. Levin . .
) Associate Professor pProfessor Gary G. Price
Curragulum and.Instruction Educational Psychology Assistant Proféssor -
- . . - Curriculum and Instruction
W. Patrick Dickson James M. Llpham . ,
| Assistant Professor Profesgor ) . “Thomas A. Rombe;g "
Child and Family Studies Educatlonal Administration Professor .
. - Curriculum and Instruction
’ * Marvan J. Fruth T Dominic W. Massaro . g
‘Professcor . . Professor: / P /Rlcha;d A. Rossmiller
e Educational Admlnlstratlon Psychology '/ professor 1
’ N a ' . /+ Educational Administration =
¢ John G. Harvey Donald M. McIsaac 4 ‘ '
. ., Professor L Professor ’ B. Robert Pabachnick
Mathematics & , Education#] Administration ' Professor . T ¢
.- Curraiculum angd Instruct}on.a C“‘F{FYlum and Ifstruction

LTI ] - .<; Wayne R. Otto )

.. 5 Frank H. Hooper , Professor , J. Fred Weaver ° ’ .
Professor ’ Currlculum and Instructlon Pyofessor . -
Child and Famlly .Stuqies o . Curriculum and Instructhn

! Penelope L. Peterson . ,

Dale D. Johnson T X Assistant Profeéssor Gary G. Wehlage , |, /
Professor . Educational Psychology * Associate Professor ;'y/
Currlculum and Instr0cglon . .. . Curriculum and InstructiQQQ%
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